THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, D.C. 


MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE FACULTY SENATE HELD ON 
FEBRUARY 13. 2009 IN THE STATE ROOM 


Members Present: Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs Lehman, Registrar 

Amundson, Parliamentarian Charnovitz; Deans Barratt, Burke, 

Dolling, and Reum; Professors Artz, Becker, Benton-Short, Biles, 
Castleberry, Cordes, Corry, Galston, Garris, Griffith, Helgert, 

Johnson, Lipscomb, Miller, Pagel, Parsons, Robinson, Simon, 

Wilmarth, Windsor, and Wirtz 

Members Absent: President Knapp; Deans Brown, Futrell, Lawrence, Phillips, and Scott; 

Professors Costanza, Englander, Harrington, Hotez, Marotta, 

Plack, and Rycroft 

The meeting was called to order at 2:25 p.m. by Executive Vice President for Academic 
Affairs Lehman. Professor Wilmarth informed the Senate that in addition to The Hatchet 
reporter, a photographer from The Hatchet was present. Professor Wilmarth asked if anyone 
objected to photography being taken during the meeting, and no objections were made. 


APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

The minutes of the meeting of December 12, 2008 were approved as distributed. 

REPORT FROM THE UNIVERSITY STEERING COMMITTEE ON THE 
UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM REVIEW 

Professor Wilmarth advised that Dear Barratt was unable to report on this item as yet 
and the report would be scheduled for a later meeting. 

CHANGES IN THE ORDER OF THE AGENDA 

Professor Wilmarth requested and received unanimous consent to change the order of 
the agenda so that Vice President for Human Resources Val Berry could report first on two 
pending matters. Following this report, Professor Cordes would present the Report on the 
University’s FY 2009 budget projections, after which Vice President Lehman would present a 
combined report on the Composition of the Faculty and University Enrollments. 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTIONS 


No resolutions were introduced. 
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C HANGES TO H UMAN RESOURCES PRQCKDTTRR<; 

Benefit^ f ° f Human Resources Val Berry reported on two issues involving the 

nefit Premium Process for some faculty members and changes in the administration <ff the 
Umverstty’s Retirement Plans. He added that he did no! believe these change" wire 
substantive, rather, both are efficiency issues. g 

Benefit Premium Process 

month Z°rl PreSid , ent Befry fe P° rted that most fac “Ry members receive their salaries over a 9- 
month period, and prem.ums for health and dental insurance and contributions to FlexFund 
are deducted over this 9-month period (or during the calendar year for faculty members who 
hoose to receive their salaries over a 12-month period). About 400 other faculty members 

nf: 7; • » - ^ *> . f a c„ y , ma „ u „ 

be made to the computer system to capture the payments appropriately, and this cannot 
always be done in a timely and accurate fashion. 


In order to ease administrative burdens and provide consistency to the benefit 

paidTvH aTo C rT P T SS ’ W “ h the March < 2009 paychecks, faculty members 

paid over a 10 or 11-month period will have premiums deducted on a 9-month schedule from 

September to May, with no deductions in the summer months. For faculty members already 

«h“Zu b«'"„ cha»^ and haVi " 8 dedUCti ° nS ,aken OUt OVe ' a 9 - m0mh »' P«i»0. 

A short discussion followed during which Vice President Berry confirmed that these 
d P :d'„°l C „s angeS W ° U,d nM atfeC ‘ ParldnS ’ day “ re ' contribution, o! Mh" 


Retirement Plan Changes 


Vice President Berry reported that his office is charged with improving efficiencies in 

dBfkuh oThTe ReS °. UrCes del,vers services «° employees. One of the areas where this is most 
difficult to achieve is ,n retirement plan administration. This year, with changes to the federal 

regulations for 403(b) and 401(a) plans, it is particularly important that the University exercEe 
caution and due diligence in managing its plan, and this would require augmenting staff at a 
level the Un, verity can ill afford to do. As a consequence, the University has enteredTnL an 

XhTu" 1 WUh J , ty *° managC thC administfation [enrollment and contribution changes] 
of the University’s retirement plan. Fidelity was chosen for this purpose because it appfari 

best positioned to undertake the task. Vanguard has already merged with Fidelhi for 
purposes of handling these administrative aspects of the retirement plfn. TIAA-CREF was 
not selected because GW ,s already struggling with that company’s cumbersome 
administrative processes, and TIAA-CREF is not prepared at present to undertake tl 

55oTpTan at d Ve cotu ^f ™ th P> a " which include administrative reporting via the 

5500 Plan document to the federal government. It is expected that the University’s new 
agreement with Fidelity will also provide enhanced employee self-service. * neW 

In order to implement the transition to Fidelity’s administration of the University's 
retirement plans, there will be a brief blackout period of about 30 days, between March 21 and 
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April 20. During this time information from the University’s payroll system will be migrated 
onto Fidelity systems, legacy systems will be adjusted, and systems will be reconciled. 

Discussion followed. In response to questions by Professor Cordes, Vice President 
Berry confirmed that Fidelity will be reporting data to the federal government for itself and for 
the Vanguard funds, but not for TIAA-CREF, and the University will continue to deal 
separately with TIAA-CREF for that purpose. Presently, employees can access TIAA-CREF 
funds through that company’s own website. In the future, new employees will enroll in any of 
the three remaining enrollment choices, Fidelity, Vanguard, or TIAA-CREF via the Fidelity 
portal, and Fidelity will handle all paperwork associated with these transactions. While TIAA- 
CREF is by far GW’s largest retirement plan, the reason they were not chosen to handle these 
administrative tasks is unrelated to their ability to manage funds which they control. They are 
better than most companies at this. In terms of the administration of plans, TIAA is still 
doing everything on paper; they are simply behind the times and their systems do not mesh 
well with others for purposes of the administrative reporting and reconciliation that must be 
done. 


Professor Wilmarth inquired about the effect of the blackout period on participants. 
Vice President Berry and John Rose, Director of Employee Benefits, responded to these 
questions. Vice President Berry- said that because Vanguard has agreed that Fidelity can 
handle administrative aspects of GW’s retirement plan better than it can, this will result in a 
reduction of fees charged to participants by Vanguard for administrative costs. Fidelity does 
not plan to pass along increased administrative costs to participants at this time. 

With respect to the blackout period. Vice President Berry said that participants would 
not be able go online and make any changes to any of their funds, including TIAA-CREF, 
during this time. [NOTE: Following the Senate meeting, the Senate Executive Committee 
was advised that the blackout period w r ould not prevent participants from transferring funds 
between accounts managed by TIAA-CREF. Director Rose explained this in a message as 
follows: Regarding TIAA to TIAA transfers, during the transition [blackout] activity in the 
[retirement] Plan will stop for most transactions. Participants who are invested with TIAA will 
be able to make transfers to and from TIAA funds. They will not be able to transfer funds 
between TIAA and Fidelity' or Vanguard, nor will they be able to transfer in between Fidelity 
and Vanguard funds. The Human Resources Office is expected to distribute further 
information about these changes to employees by March 19.] 

The University will continue to send money to Fidelity, Vanguard, or TIAA-CREF as 
directed by participants. Director Rose said the blackout period considers several different 
elements. A great deal of information must be exchanged and reconciled. GW’s payroll 
system needs to stop processing employees’ contribution percentage changes in order to 
reconcile the employees’ information and send the pay-period information to the Retirement 
Plan providers. Fidelity, TIAA-CREF, Vanguard and Equitable. In addition, Fidelity and 
Vanguard need to stop processing changes for a period of time in order for them to reconcile 
their information so that they are able to have an accurate opening balance when activity 
begins again. Director Rose said that the University looked at the amount of retirement plan 
activity occurring at different times of the year and determined that from March 21 to April 20 
last year there was very little activity. To comply with provisions of the Sarbanes Oxley Act, 
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GW is giving the required advance notice to employees of this blackout period so that 
participants who want to implement changes before it takes effect may do so. 


Professor Wilmarth asked if additional fees would be charged to retirement nlan 

FideIhvT tS a t 3 u SU u ° f th,S ChangC ’ ° f if ° ther consideration had been received from 
Fidelity to make the change. Vice President Berry said that the use of third party retirernem 

plan administration would lower some of the University’s costs and that he would be able to 
edeploy some staff as a result, but a direct payment from Fidelity to the University would not 

from tys' r T that the Univefsit Y has never received any sort of payments 

from its retirement plan vendors. At this time the University is not looking at any revenue 

H the Vend ° tS ’. but that ma y chan £ e down the line if participation in the 
from Zt ^ S afe generat,ng SUch 3 do,laf amount ‘hat GW may be able to benefit 

Professor Cordes said he presumed that if participants from GW went online during the 
blackout period, they would be not be able to access funds with the vendors. He asked If fhim 
would be non-onhne ways of doing that. Director Rose responded that the blackout will be 
total. Professor Cordes said he thought it was unfortunate timing given the way iL which 
financial markets are behaving at this point in the economic recessiol Research Ihows that 

Z ct UP ^ T ° CC , Ur ° Vef 3 Peri ° d * **> ° f Weeks ’ and if investors cTn do Zhing 

they can suffer significant losses. ^ 

Professor Becker asked if the planned changes had been discussed with the 
niversuty s General Counsel, as it seemed to him a blackout such as this raises real issues of 

frote f0f th , e f nlVerS,tylfthe ma, ° rity ° f facult > are invested in TIAA-CREF funds and they are 
frozen out of transactions on these funds. Vice President Berrv said that w » ^ 

has consumed with University Cense, bu, co^ac^e 1 ”" y Te 
p ocess o renegotiation. Outside counsel who are experts in ERISA law have also been 
consulted, and attorneys from both Fidelity and TIAA-CREF are involved in the process. 

Professor Wirtz noted that the tax law has changed in recent years so that individuals 
over a certain age or with a certain length of service may have more money withheld for 

thatTe^lack" ^ H S ° ° Ut ^ Universit y each Y^r about this! and he noted 

Dirermt R Tu C °' * W,th the usuaI time *ese letters are received by emplovees 

Benefits weritr TheVrTh ‘if* **' C ° ntfibuti ° ns b Y b *ve been posted on the 

, ' hS “*- The ,etter the University sends out is not individualized, but simply restates 

hese limns. The notification of annual limits and the blackout period are totally unrelated he 
added, and one would not affect the other. A blackout period is necessary with any Retfrement 
vendor change m order for the former vendor to reconcile their accounts and" pro"dT an 

vendor s records; TheT A ^ “ be S inni "g balance for the new 

vendor s records. The length of this blackout is long based on the fact that there are so manv 

pieces involved with this, both on GW’s side and the Plan providers’ (Fidelity and Vanguard) 


what is^ikelv urh^nntn ^ Unfortunate timin g °f ** change, as no one knows 

what is likely to happen in these uncertain economic times. He said he could understand that 

participants might not be able to make transactions between fund companies, but nm 
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why participants could not, for example, move from an equity fund a money market fund in 
the same company. 

Professor Wirtz said he thought that enough concerns had been expressed at the Senate 
meeting to demonstrate that the faculty have an obvious interest in matters that affect benefits. 
He said he first learned of these changes to the retirement plan from a letter he had received 
the week of February 13, 2009. Professor Wirtz said he had served on the University’s Benefits 
Review Committee as a faculty representative. This representative was charged with the 
responsibility of relaying back to faculty members this sort of information, and also provided 
advice to the Administration from the faculty’s perspective on the impact of changes to benefit 
programs. Professor Wirtz asked what happened to the Benefits Review Committee, whether 
or not there is a faculty representative on it if it currently exists, and if not, why not. 

Vice President Berry said that the Benefits Review Committee preceded him. At the 
moment Human Resources strives for faculty representation on its Committees, and he 
participates in the work of the Senate Committee on Appointment, Salary, and Promotion 
Policies (ASPP). He added that, while he has not used a Benefits Review Committee, he 
would be more than happy to participate in the work of such a Senate Committee. However, 
the changes to the retirement plan are nothing more than an administrative efficiency, as 
opposed to a substantive change. 

Professor Wirtz advised Vice President Berry that the Benefits Review Committee was 
an Administrative Committee rather than a Standing Committee of the Senate, and it had been 
a very important information channel between the University Administration and the faculty as 
the Administration was able to learn firsthand from the faculty of what the impact would be of 
changes which seemed purely administrative in nature. He added that he thought this kind of 
feedback should have come much earlier in the process, and something like the Benefits 
Review Committee would be one mechanism for providing that in the future. Vice President 
Berry said he thought it w'ould be useful to have such a vehicle and he would be more than 
happy to appoint such a Committee, as the list of these kinds of changes in the Human 
Resources Office is endless and he would value such feedback. Professor Wilmarth endorsed 
the idea of such an internal benefits committee with faculty representation, most likely from 
the ASPP Committee. 

Further discussion followed. Professor Castleberry asked about the mandatory nature 
of the blackout period. Director Rose said that blackouts are mandatory for the plan providers 
so they can update their records. This blackout provides time for GW’s payroll system to send 
the final pay information to the current providers and for Vanguard and Fidelity to reconcile 
their systems for this transition. Professor Castleberry asked if employees had ever been 
“blacked out” before from TIAA-CREF. Director Rose said he could not answer that 
precisely as it depends upon what actions have been taken over the last 38 years, but that he 
thought that unless the University was implementing a new' system of some kind, probably not 
-- as there would be no need for a blackout. 

Professor Corry said that he had received no information about the blackout period and 
asked for the dates. Director Rose said the letter went to everyone, and confirmed that the 
blackout period begins on March 21 and will, hopefully, conclude on April 20 th . The best 
estimate of the ending date has been given, however, this may change. 



Faculty Senate Minutes, February 13, 2009 


Page 6 


Hi H , Pr ° feS / 0r Becker said that in his 28 years at the University he did not recall ever being 
blacked out from access to his retirement fimds. He asked if this blackout is contractual^ 
permissible under the contracts that faculty members have individually with TIAA and the 
University He said he thought these issues need to be clarified not only to protect £ e 
nterests of faculty members but also, as he had mentioned earlier, the University He said he 

General C V T** ".T™ ^ ° f St — -uld be obtained from2‘ Unive^ty’s 
General Counsel s office, asking that this issue be specifically addressed. Vice President 

ehman said that he would be sure to talk to the General Counsel’s office the following 
Tuesday to find out the answer to this question. ^ 

Dean of Columbian College Marguerite Barratt made a final comment at the end of the 
SCUSS' 0 " saymg she deals with a lo. of faculty members and believes they will be contacting 

meerif C m' n tf "“ mbetS ab ° U ‘ ' his Chan ^- Sh<! acknowledged hearing a. Senate 

point She noted m and ,hat " ">-« have a beginning and an ending 

II„ S , J Information Systems and Services, for example, often shuts down then 

a m TnTthk d SyS ' emS '“’“r’ W ° rk f °' Sb<m Pe,i ° dS ° f “ me f “ example, 12 >» * 
a.m„ and this does not seem to be a major inconvenience. She added she had not heard a 

convincing argument about why this change will take a month, or even a week and a half and 

why it ,s no, something that can be done quickly with a lo, of advance preparation 

BEPORT ON THE UNIV ER SITY’S FY 2009 BUDGET PRO IFfTTOMc j i rHT 
_ HE UNIVERSITY’S FINANCIAL OPERATING R E SUI.TS AS OF 12 / 71 /Winn 

Professor Cordes, Chair of the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Committee fFP&RI 
presented the reporft He distributed a document received a, a foin, LehT" thi FP & B 
Committee and the Budge. Working Coup the week before entitled “The George Washing 

attached!) °" F,na " Ce & AUd "’ W " d R *P<*. ** Vi » 

Professor Cordes described the join, meeting as very constructive. He summed up the 
endo7^09 IO R Y ° bSerVin8 ' ha ' “ is “P“'ed 'he University budge, will be balanced a^ the 

over bi^geTwdl "be" 1 " P' 0 '"' 10 " 8 “ <h ? end ° f "» "'cond quartet indicate .ha, $2.9 million 
over budget will be received, attributable primarily enhanced enrollments and higher 

are pro ImedTS 7°S,‘ ^ T" contribution tevenue than projected). Howevet, expenses 

U„i£d Web P esenr 7 ' budge '' Thi8 Bgu " in c'“ d « "« University's 

for Acadlic eZ c Z‘ **•«" -ppor, the Strategic PHn 

After netting the $2.9 million in revenue over budget and the $5 7 million excess 
expense over revenue sum, $2.8 million remains to be funded, and it is expected this wdl be 

expected"^ approval)’ *’ thanth ^ operatin g budget. The Board of Trustees is also 

Gnmn ! A PP ,T $ ? fund,n 8 for Panning the Science and Engineering 

Complex. An additional $10 million for student financial aid to deal with Than, nf 
circumstances will be provided in the FY 10 budget Rnfh tu ^ ® 

reserves, rather than the operating budgel § am ° UIUS W, “ C ° me from 
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There is every anticipation that the budget will remain balanced as planned and 
greater use than before will be made of reserves rather than operating funds to cover projected 
gaps. Based on figures presented in the University’s balance sheets for 2008, Professor Cordes 
said his recollection was that the University recorded an item of cash and cash equivalents of 
approximately $84 million. That number might actually be larger, but this figure can be taken 
as a rough order of the magnitude of reserves that have been accumulated and could be used 
so smooth out revenue and expense gaps. Further detail on the budget at the end of the 
second quarter is provided in the report. 

Discussion followed. Professor Simon inquired about the value of the University’s 
endowment and numbers reported for the value of Square 54, listed in the report at $81 million. 
This is because second quarter figures list only half the capitalized value of this property [$162 
million] for the entire fiscal year. Vice President Lehman said that very recently, Executive 
Vice President and Treasurer Katz has pegged the value of the endowment, including the 
Square 54 valuation, at $1,020,000,000. This means that the approximate drop in the 
endowment’s value is about 20%. This is a significant loss, but a moderate one compared to 
other educational institutions. 

Professor Griffith said that the FP&B Committee does not normally learn the extent of 
the University’s reserve funds, but that he had gathered in conversations with President 
Trachtenberg that the reserves were much more substantial than $84 million. Vice President 
Lehman said he would not want to comment without finding out what the precise number is, 
but added that he believed it was more substantial than the amount quoted by Professor 
Cordes. 

Professor Wilmarth noted that, although contributions for FY 09 are projected to 
exceed last year’s amount by $3.8 million, the projected FY 09 contributions ($16.9 million) are 
under budget by $4.8 million despite substantial additional resources to increase staffing in the 
Development Office. He asked whether the $4.8 million shortfall indicated that the University 
is actually entering a very different donor environment than before. Vice President Lehman 
deferred to Professor Cordes, who said this was discussed in the Budget Working Group 
meeting. The difference is attributable to the projected increase in contributions for FY 09, 
which was very large in comparison to previous years. Overall, net contributions have 
increased significantly this year. It is too soon to make judgments about changes in the donor 
environment due to the recession, but it is likely that that it will be more difficult to obtain the 
kinds of contributions the University needs for certain things over the next couple of years. 

Vice President Lehman said he thought Professor Cordes’s summary was apt -- the 
target was very ambitious. Professor Parsons agreed that no one really knew exactly how 
many additional resources could be raised with additional Development staff this year. 
Professor Wilmarth said he thought spending $12.4 million in order to raise $16.9 million was 
not an impressive margin. Vice President Lehman said fundraising is an undertaking at GW 
that was never really pursued in the past the way it should have been. With all fundraising, a 
foundation must be laid and relationships must be built, and this can take from three to five 
years. Patience is essential to achieve the University’s fundraising goals and put in on a par 
with comparable institutions. 
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both PreS,de " t distributed copies of a report which provides information on 

% °f a § e i nda ltems to the Academic Affairs of the Board of Trustees. The report 
entitled, Core Indicators of Academic Excellence” is attached. P ’ 

Vice President Lehman indicated that the material in the report is connected to the 
benchmarking work that is done by the Board of Trustees relative to a set of metrics that are 
connected to the Strategic Plan for Academic Excellence. The first part of the rTport deals 
with faculty composition, performance, and general standing; the second part describes 
enrolltnent trenr 18 . Each section of the report, which is quite comprehensive, is introduced 
ith a heading, and at the end of each section, broad conclusions are drawn and summarized. 

. f ThC | fifS - tW ° S, ' deS ° f thC P° wef P° int re Po« describe the numbers of regular, active- 
A US ^ ^ *^5? tf3Ck and non ' tenure track occupied lines in Columbian College of 

Business (GWSB) th ’ nf 0 '' Sch0<>1 of International Affairs (ESIA), the School of 
Business (GWSB), the School of Engineering and Applied Science (SEAS), and the Graduate 

School of Education and Human Development (GSEHD). The number of limited service 

faculty ,n these schools (excluding Research and Visiting) is also outlined on slides 7 and 8. 

u i T cL fa , CUlty COUnt fof the C ° Uege of Professional Studies (CPS), the Law School the 
School of Medicine and Health Sciences, the Medical Faculty Associates, Children’s National 
Medical Center, and the School of Public Health and Health Services is detailed in slides 5 
and 6 for tenure-track and non-tenure-track non-occupied lines (this chart does not Include 

ln of r Ihe sch ty . ln f^ Ch m IS) SHde 9 PrOVideS information abo ”t the research faculty in 
schools fePOrtS UendS COncefnin g female and minority faculty in the 

Generally speaking, between 1998-2008, the number of regular, active-status facultv 
embers has grown by 15% ,n schools excluding the Law School, Medical Center, and CPS 
Of special interest ,s that GSEHD’s non-tenure-track to tenure-track facultv ratio in percent 

hmiteT t0 f i fr ° m 2 High ° f 41A% “ 2004 (sHde «)• Durin S this same time frame 
mited service faculty appointments across the University have decreased by 47. 

infr*r tKnds '? the CPS ’ Law Sch ° o1 and «he Medical Center vary by school and this 

information is summarized on page 12. In the SPHHS, the non-tenure-track to tenure-track 

faculty ratio in percent has decreased by 11.5% from a higher of 65.7% in 2002 to 53.5% in 2008 
onclusions concerning female and minority faculty in the schools are found on slide 13. 

track facuk^Tfr ^ aCadem ^ > ear teachin g loads tenure-track and non-tenure- 

s hdes H ISd To Th l ye T S m ’ ESIA ’ GWSB > SEAS ’ and GSEHD forth in 
slides 15 and 16. The number of students and sections taught and by whom (tenure-track. 

non-tenure track, part-time, visiting, and graduate teaching assistants) in these five schools hi 
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contained in slides 17 and 18. Average teaching load trend conclusions are set forth on slide 
19. 


With respect to class sizes and the distribution of course sections (undergraduate, 
graduate, and other) in CCAS, ESIA, GWSB, SEAS, GSEHD, and the CPS, information is 
provided in slides 21-24. Slide 25 describes the distribution of course sections by type and 
average enrollment. Conclusions for this portion of the report appear on slide 26. 

The section dealing with faculty salaries, gender and AAUP comparisons begins on 
slide 27 and continues to slide 34. AAUP information is set forth on slides 35-39, and 
observations about these data appear on slide 40. Overall student-to-faculty member ratio 
information is described in slides 41 and 42. 

Information concerning undergraduate enrollment trends, on- and off-campus, and the 
evolution of applicants to freshman matriculation is provided in slides 43-48. Overall 
enrollments appear stable. Evolution of SAT Scores from Application to Matriculation (Verbal 
and Math - Medians/Number) and the percentage in the top 10% of their High School Class 
appears on slides 49-52. Further information on Matriculated Undergraduate SAT verbal and 
math scores (Medians/Number) and the same information for ACT scores are provided in 
slides 53-56. Conclusions concerning undergraduate enrollment trends are contained in slide 
57. 


Enrollment trends for graduate certificate programs on- and off-campus, appear on 
slides 58 — 62. Extensive information on enrollment trends in Master’s Degree programs 
appear on slides 63 — 68. GRE score tabulations appear on slides 69 and 70 and GMAT 
information is set forth on slide 71. 

Slides 72 — 76 provide information on the number and percent of applicants to Master’s 
Degree programs and the number and percent matriculated. Conclusions concerning 
enrollment trends in Master’s Degree Programs appear on Slide 77. 

Enrollment trends in Doctoral Degree programs begin on slide 78, with information 
presented in the same categories as that for Master’s Degree Programs. Conclusions on 
trends in this area appear on slide 92. 

In the Law and Medical Areas, enrollment trends in professional degree programs are 
set forth in slides 93-98 (for the Law, Medical and Public Health Schools). Conclusions 
concerning this section appear on slide 99. 

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Professor Arthur E. Wilmarth, Jr., Chair, presented the report of the Executive 
Committee which is enclosed. The Faculty Senate Report to the Academic Affairs Committee 
of the Board of Trustees at its February meeting was also distributed at the meeting (that 
report is enclosed.) 

In the section pertaining to the Dean’s Search process in the School of Public Health 
and Health Services, Professor Windsor commented that the discussion in the School 
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Professor Windsor said he though! it was accurate to say that the School now has a 
g oup of faculty who have been selected to review the draft search procedures document that 

b o lThf;: ^ T" d, ““ SSed W,,h ,h ' ">»»"• once this is dZ” “li be 

ofthnt ^ HC add ' d ,ha ' he h °P' d ,his """'Id occur in a reasonable amount 

I NTERIM reports o f SE NATE STANDING COMMITTEES 
CHAIR’S REMARKS 

. ViC , e President Lehman said he thought the meeting of the Board of Trustees was 
added b fh n t h Wa l pr °^ ab [ y ° ne of the best ones he had been involved in over many years He 

hard! makl GW & r ^ 3 WIy Sefi ° US WOfkin g Board that is ^ally trying very 

which th ! g u 3 Un,vers,ty ’ and that he was very pleased with the seriousness with 

which they are taking their responsibilities. seriousness with 

BRIEF STATEM ENTS fAND QUESTIONS) 

noim, to'hfn 01 Grif i th S f I! 6 th ° Ught thefe Were a number of recommendations that were 
Regard ^^51 2225 ? 7 “ = 

Lehman confirmed that there had been none. P ’ President 

adjournment 


5 p.m. 


There being no further business before the Senate, the meeting was adjourned a. 


TCizaBeth JL Amundson 

Elizabeth A. Amundson 
Secretary 
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The George Washington University 


University Second Quarter Report FY 09 


The University is projected to end the fiscal year with a balanced budget. 

Revenues are projected to be $2.9 million better than budget. The increase 
in revenue is attributed to additional enrollment and higher student housing 
occupancy offset by lower contribution revenue. 

Expenses are $5.7 million above budget. Of this amount $2.9 million is 
funded by additional revenues and $2.8 million is funded from reserves, 
including funding for the Unified Web Presence and e-procurement projects. 
Both initiatives support the Strategic Plan. 

The University's website is the point of entry for current and prospective 
students, their parents, and others desiring to learn more about the 
institution. The Unified Web Presence project will improve GW website 
navigation allowing users to find desired content and functionality with ease. 
The project will also provide a new dynamic technology platform that will 
significantly improve content management ability. The e-Procurement 
initiative will enable us to systematically maintain product preferences and 
pricing agreements with vendors, thereby ensuring we receive the standard 
of goods and services we expect at the lowest possible cost. 


i 
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University Second Quarter Report FY 09 


(Dollars in Millions) 



Revenue 

$ 

573.7 $ 

580.2 $ 

576.7 $ 

3.0 

Expenses 


544.6 

551.1 $ 

550.4 

(5.8) 

Other Changes in Net Assets 


(29.1) 

(29.1) $ 

(26.3) $ 

2.8 

OPERATING RESULTS 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

- 


(1) The Approved Budget has been restated to reflect budget reallocations within expense 
categories that have no impact on the operating results. 
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University Second Quarter Report FY 09 


The University is projected to end the year with a balanced budget. 

Revenue is $2.9 million higher than the approved budget and $3.6 million below the first quarter 
forecast. 

Net Tuition and Fees revenue is $5.7 million above budget: 

• $2.0 million in additional undergraduate and graduate revenue from enrollment. No change 
from the first quarter forecast. 

• $3.7 million in off campus revenue which is $1.0 million higher than the first quarter forecast. 

• $4.1 million in additional Law School tuition revenue offset by financial aid. 

Auxiliary Enterprise revenue is projected to be $1.8 million above budget primarily due to an 
increase in student housing revenue resulting from additional undergraduate enrollment No chanqe 
from the first quarter forecast. 


Contributions Net revenue is estimated to be $16.9 million, which is $3.8 million above the prior 
year but $4.8 million below budget. 

Total Expenses are forecasted to be $5.7 million above budget and $0.7 million below the first 
quarter forecast. The major variances include: 

Compensation expense is $0.6 million below the approved budget and $1.0 million below the first 
quarter forecast. The increases to bring the average Assistant Professor salary to the 80 th percentile 
of the AAUP average and Global Media Institute staffing were offset by savings in other areas of the 
budget. 


Purchased Services expense is projected to be $3.5 million over the approved budget and $0.3 
million over the first quarter forecast. The variance reflects $2.5 million for IT projects, including the 
next phase of the Unified Web Presence project, the e-Procurement initiative, and cable TV upgrades; 
$2.0 million for additional off campus program costs; and $1.5 million in regulatory and compliance 
costs. These increases are offset by lower Study Abroad provider payments due to lower enrollment. 

Equipment expense is $1.4 million above budget and $0.8 million lower than the first quarter 
forecast due to costs associated with expansion of the wireless network and carryover funding. 

Bad Debts expense is $0.6 million below budget reflecting improved management of receivables. 

Other expense is $2.0 million over budget. Most of the change reflects reallocations within expense 
categories that have no bottom line impact. 

Debt Service is expected to be $2.2 million below budget as a result of interest rate savings. 

Support/Investment is projected to be $2.2 million below budget. The variance includes $4.4 
million of transfers to the operating budget: 


• $0.7 million from academic reserves related to the carryover of prior year funds 

• $3.7 million from administrative reserves for the Unified Web Presence and E-Procurement 
projects and funding carried over from the prior year 

These transfers are offset by a $2.2 million addition to reserves as a result of debt service savings. 
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University Second Quarter Report FY 09 


(Dollars in Thousands) 



Approved 
Budget (1) 

1st Quarter 

SPBgj 

SHP§| 

REVENUES 





Student Tuition & Fees 

582,715 

592,771 

593,725 

11,010 

Less University Funded Scholarships 

(148,200) 

(153,342) 

(153,497) 

(5,297) 

Net Student Tuition & Fees 

434,515 

439,428 

440,228 

5,713 

Indirect Cost Recoveries 

10,088 

9,293 

9,771 

(317) 

Auxiliary Enterprises 

89,039 

90,855 

90,811 

1,772 

Contributions Net 

21 ,639 

21,639 

16,839 

(4,800) 

Other Income 

18,420 

19,004 

18,991 

571 

Total Revenues 

573,700 

580,219 

576,640 

2,940 

EXPENSES 





Salaries & Wages 

293,331 

293,709 

291,961 

1,370 

Fringe Benefits 

69,595 

69,578 

70,371 

(776) 

Purchased Services 

76,482 

79,733 

80,022 

(3,540) 

Supplies 

7,464 

7,603 

8,246 

(782) 

Equipment 

14,674 

16,869 

16,078 

(1,404) 

Bad Debt 

3,000 

3,000 

2,390 

610 

Occupancy 

45,566 

45,778 

44,429 

1,137 

Scholarships & Fellowships 

8,132 

8,317 

8,110 

22 

Communications 

4,855 

4,853 

4,868 

(13) 

Travel & Training 

1 1 ,720 

11,890 

12,111 

(391) 

Other 

9,823 

9,774 

11,791 

(1,968) 

Total Expenses 

544,642 

551,104 

550,377 

(5,735) 

OTHER (DECREASES)ZINCREASES IN NET ASSETS 




Debt Service & Mandatory Purposes 

(53,095) 

(51,462) 

(50,873) 

2,222 

Endowment Support 

35,028 

35,028 

35,108 

81 

Capital Expenditures 

(11,597) 

(1 1 ,560) 

(1 3,269) 

(1,672) 

Support/Investment 

607 

(1,121) 

2,771 

2,164 

Total Other Changes in Net Assets 

(29,058) 

(29,115) 

(26,263) 

2,795 

OPERATING RESULTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 


(1) The Approved Budget has been restated to reflect budget reallocations within expense 
categories that have no impact on the operating results. 
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University Second Quarter Report FY 09 


Endowment Budget Support 

University and Medical Center 

(Dollars in Thousands) 


: 




HBW 

Market Value of Endowment (1> 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
Average 

1,147,451 

1,256,433 

1,201,942 

1,088,883 

1,205,120 

1,138,268 

Average excl. Square 54 

1,120,842 

1,088,883 

1,042,920 

976,068 

Gifts Designated for Endowment <2) 

17,744 


4,670 

6,831 

University Additions 1 2 (3) 

4,220 


(136) 

902 

Base Payout 

43,597 

45,324 

45,459 

45,533 

Supplemental Payout: 





Strategic Plan 

4,695 

4,900 

4,900 

4,900 

Development 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

Supplemental Payout 

5,695 

5,900 

5,900 

5,900 

Total Payout excl. Square 54 

49,292 

51,224 

51,359 

51,433 

Annual Payout Rate excl. Square 54 

4.4% 

4.7% 

4.9% 

5.3% 

Square 54 Payout (4) 5 6 7 

4,546 


5,741 

5,741 

Total Payout incl. Square 54 

53,838 

51,224 

57,100 

57,174 

Annual Payout Rate incl. Square 54 

4.5% 

4.7% 

4.7% 

5.0% 


(1) Net of liabilities. 

(2) Cash basis. 

(3) Payout reinvested and University funds transferred to the endowment. 

(4) Reimbursement of the cost of preparing the site for development. 

(5) Market value as of March 31, 2008. Base payout based on funds invested as of March 2008 
and a payout rate of $3.38 per unit. 

(6) Average market value for the first three months of FY 09. Base payout based on funds 
invested as of September 2008 and a payout rate of $3.38 per unit. 

(7) Average market value for the first six months of FY 09. Base payout based on funds invested 
as of December 2008 and a payout rate of $3.38 per unit. 
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Development and Alumni Relations 

Staffing Status 

(Dollars in Thousands) 




Fj rs t 

’ Quarter 

Second 

Quarto, 

Development and Alumni Relations 

Positions (#): 




Filled 

126 

138 

141 

In recruitment 

14 

12 

8 

Total (1) 

140 

150 

149 

Positions ($): 

Filled 

$9,038 

$10,250 

$10,337 

In recruitment 

988 

854 

475 

Total (2) 

$10,026 

$11,104 

$10,812 

Development and Alumni Relations including Law and Medical Schools 

Positions (#): 

Filled 

141 

152 

158 

In recruitment 

16 

16 

12 

Total 

157 

168 

170 

Positions ($): 

Filled 

$10,250 

$11,438 

$11,631 

In recruitment 

1,127 

1,169 

729 

Total 

$11,377 

$12,607 

$12,360 


(1) Total excludes two positions funded by ESIA and CCAS. 

(2) Data reflects annual salaries as of December 22, 2008, and excludes fringe benefits or merit. 
In recruitment reflects active postings on the GW job web site on December 22, 2008. Total 
excludes salaries in the Law and Medical Schools. 
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Development and Alumni Relations 


Through December, Development and Alumni Relations had total expenditures of $10.2 million. Year 
to-date expenditures are $1.1 million under budget and $3.0 million over December 2007. Operating 
expense accounts for $61 1 ,000 of the quarter-end surplus. This favorable variance is largely a 
function of timing. Spending is anticipated to increase during the second half of the year due to 
scheduled fundraising events, but annual spending is expected to be within budget. 

The balance of the division’s surplus is attributed to compensation and is driven primarily by 
vacancies in staff positions, and, to a lesser extent, student positions. 


(Dollars in Thousands) 



v elopmentand 

Alumni Rela 

Variance 

’ i Annual 

fefiSR 

Course Fee and Other 
Non-Contri buti on 
Revenue 

88 

132 

(44) 

266 

Expenditures 

Compensation 

6,638 

7,172 

534 

14,215 

Operating Expenses 

3,573 

4,185 

612 

8,369 

Total Expenditures 

10,211 

11,357 

1,146 

22,584 

Net Surplus^(Deficit) 


= 

1,102 



For informational purposes, the consolidated Development budget, which includes the Law and 
Medical School Development offices, is summarized below. 


h 

UBS 

8MSgl 

'MtiihqEawri 

Budget thru 
Dec 2008 

i Medical Scht 
l/driance 

Annual 

Budoet 

Course Fee and Other 

Non-contribution 

Revenue 

142 

152 

(10) 

306 

Expenditures 

Compensation 

7,375 

7,954 

579 

15,760 

Operating Expenses 

3,977 

4,658 

681 

9,316 

Total Expenditures 

11,352 

12,612 

1,260 

25,076 

Net Surplusf(Deficit) 



1,250 
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Faculty Senate Committee 
on 

Appointment, Salary, and Promotion Policies 
Interim Report (2008-2009) 


Assessment of faculty performance assessment. In the previous academic year, questions were 
rais re 8 ngt ® existence and nature of faculty performance assessment practices at GW 
Last year s ASPP Committee heard a presentation by David Costanza about the importance of 
distinguishing reviews geared to faculty evaluation from those geared to faculty development 
The result of the discussion of Costanza’s comments and related issues was the appointment of a 

joint subcommittee between ASPP and PEAF to work on these issues during the 2008-2009 
academic year. 

To clarify the charge to the joint subcommittee, at its first meeting ASPP discussed the range of 
possible topics that can be included under the idea of faculty performance assessment. It 
concluded that the subcommittee’s charge this academic year should be limited to peer review 

^i teac ^ ng -, ^ subcommitte e began by reviewing peer review practices at 
market basket schools and is planning to ascertain what methods are currently in use in different 
academic unite at GW. Its emphasis will be on identifying the types of peer review that are likely 
to contribute to better teaching, for example, whether reviewers need to be knowledgeable in the 
field being taught, other qualifications of peer reviewers, and the content of constructive peer 
review evaluations. The subcommittee will also look at the relative importance that academic 
units accord student evaluations of teaching and peer reviews. 


Renn^ FV^l r n?* de P artments for ^ing feedback to faculty on their Annual 

? J u J , , m rep ° rted t0 ASPP that ^ Reports, which are typically 

3t th ® endof the s P rin 8 semester, should be reviewed by the DqJartment 
Chair (or by the Dean in the Elliot and Law Schools) and should form the basis of a formal 

the chair or Dean - ™ s eva,uation sh ° uid inciude ^ assessment 
of the faculty member s performance in teims of the relevant (department, school, or program) 

strategic plan. He also stated that the evaluation should then be reviewed by the faculty member 

aCC u Ura ? y . eXCUSi y e ' y , 3 Stage that many academic units appear to skip. Department 
hairs then submit their evaluation forms, together with the Annual Reports, to the Dean. 

fterward these together with any comments from the Dean, should be returned to the Chair and 
should serve as tab™ of a diseussion of ta facuily member’s perfotmance a, a ploj 

omS*'" the a 30 " u m T ber and Chair ' At lhc mee,in 8. 'he faculty member has an 

E7,rZ 1°, S c Ubs,£ T Ce ° f ' hC Chair ’ s evalua,ion and 'he comments made by the 
“ (I " E J ot , and Law Schools, there is only review by the Dean, followed by the personal 
meeting.) The faculty member then signs the Chair’s evaluation, and it is sent the EVPAA’s 
office for review and filing. 

There appears to be significant variation among departments and schools as to how completely 
this procedure ts followed. According to EVPAA Lehman, there is a small percentage of 



contested evaluations. Some of these are due to errors not corrected by the chairs, presumably 
because the initial review by the faculty member for accuracy was skipped.. 

Raises are based on the annual reviews, but they are decided at a different time and with separate 
instructions from the EVPAA’s office. 


Working at home. The Committee was also asked to review and, if necessary, to develop rules 
for GW employees with respect to working at home. Val Berry (Vice-President, Human 
Resources) and John Rose (Director of Employee Benefits Administration, Human Resources) 
informed the Committee that there is a policy for working at home that is available on GW’s web 
site, at http://www.qwu.e du/-hrs/manual/operatinci/alternate content.html#considerino . This policy 
requires a staff member to work with his or her department chair to create a written agreement 
outlining a regular schedule that includes working from home. The agreement would then have 
to be approved by the relevant Dean, the EVPAA, and HRS. Faculty are permitted to work at 
home whenever it is consistent with their responsibilities, and they do not have to obtain 
approval to do so. 

Change in process for deducting certain premium and related deductions. At present, most 
faculty are paid their salary over nine months. Health and dental insurance premium payments 
and Flex Fund deductions (medical and child care) are deducted in nine equal amounts. For 
faculty who choose to have their salary paid on a twelve-month basis, the computer system must 
be adjusted manually to spread these deductions out in equal payments over the year. This has 
occasionally led to errors, with no deductions made in the summer months. The missed 
payments over the summer are accumulated and deducted in the fall, with the entire summer’s 
deficiency deducted in the first salary check received in the fall or by some other method that 
captures the arrears. 

To correct for the need to handle some faculty deductions manually and the resulting problems, 
HRS proposes a nine-month system for all faculty, e.g., deductions to be made January-May and 
September-December, with no deductions in the summer months. If the change is instituted in 
time for the February paychecks, there will be a slightly higher deduction in February 2009 for 
those on the twelve-month cycle to catch up for the amount not deducted in January 2009. 
Appropriate notice will be given to the affected faculty. 

Report on Faculty Salaries. EVPAA Don Lehman reported to ASPP on faculty salaries. 

The Report was based on the attached handouts. 

Respectfully, 

Miriam Galston, Chair 
ASPP 

2/12/09 



200, GW ‘Regular Faculty (Continuing and New) 


Professors 

2006-07 2007-08 % Chg 


Assoc Professors 
2006-07 2007-08 


Columbian College 
Education 
Elliott School 
Engineering 
Business & Pubic Mgt 
Professional Studies'* 
Law School*** 

Public HlthAHIth Svc 


Total 
Total $ 

Columbian College 
Education 
EOott School 
Engineering 
Business A Public Mgt 
Subtotal 

Professional Studies 
Law School 
Public HlthAHIth Svc 
Total 

AAUP Percentiles 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 

GWU overall 2006/07 
$ to AAUP 80th 


107,641 

112,467 

4.5% 

75,326 

77,681 

103,770 

110,559 

6.5% 

73,875 

80,321 

107,243 

118,957 

10.9% 

72,887 

85,234 

122,020 

131,453 

7.7% 

97,649 

102,237 

120,924 

126,278 

4.4% 

97,741 

103,961 

205,240 

192,510 

-6.2% 

147,423 

149,017 

128,003 

139,468 

9.0% 

108,936 

111,288 

123,936 

126,533 

3.7% 

89,450 

92,705 

41,890,501 

44,600,952 

6.5% 

20,573,585 

22.527,393 

144 

152 

5.6% 

115 

120 

20 

19 

-5.0% 

19 

27 

22 

22 

0.0% 

7 

8 

49 

47 

-4.1% 

12 

13 

42 

41 

-2.4% 

40 

36 

277 

281 

1.4% 

193 

204 

40 

42 

5.0% 

23 

25 

21 

24 

14.3% 

14 

14 

338 

347 

2.7% 

230 

243 

20064)7 

2007-08 

PctChg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

134,510 

140,065 

4.1% 

90,203 

95,577 

121,196 

127,482 

5.2% 

85,878 

89,692 

116,383 

119,365 

2.6% 

81,078 

84,986 

109,836 

115,750 

5.4% 

77,825 

81,678 

104,971 

110,209 

5.0% 

75,294 

78,543 

99,794 

103,691 

3.9% 

72,560 

75,707 

95,255 

98,351 

3.3% 

69,563 

72,239 

88,673 

92,615 

4.4% 

67,086 

69,433 

82,365 

85,636 

4.0% 

62,827 

66,329 

128,533 

80 8 
($361,227) 


92,705 

85.1 

($732,159) 


| Excludes Instructors and clinical taw faculty. 

"Data exclude CPS professors and associate professors because n < 3. (1 professor, 2 assocs) 
ir iy-ULm? 2007 * 08 ’ L * w School salaries reported to AAUP no longer Include summer stipends 
,R 4/24/08 [a101.t146] 



Asst 

Professors 


% Cbg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

3.1% 

63,535 

65,601 

3.3% 

8.7% 

61,932 

63,042 

1.8% 

16.9% 

75,546 

73,427 

-2.8% 

4.7% 

90,658 

92,861 

2.4% 

6.4% 

102,036 

112,094 

9.9% 



65,355 


1.1% 




2.2% 

79,124 

82,622 

4.4% 

3.6% 

72,132 

75,070 

4.1% 

9.5% 

15,652,704 

17,191,102 

9.8% 

4.3% 

134 

140 

4.5% 

42.1% 

20 

17 

-15.0% 

14.3% 

7 

12 

71.4% 

8.3% 

16 

16 

0.0% 

-10.0% 

33 

34 

3.0% 

5.7% 

210 

219 

4.3% 



4 


8.7% 




0.0% 

7 

6 

-14.3% 

5.7% 

217 

229 

5.5% 

PctChg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

PctChg 

6.0% 

77,394 

81,221 

4.0% 

4.4% 

71,763 

75,816 

5.6% 

4.8% 

68.523 

72,187 

5.3% 

5.0% 

66,263 

68,957 

4.1% 

4.3% 

64,184 

66,989 

4.4% 

4.3% 

61,683 

64,239 

3.8% 

3.8% 

59,497 

61,825 

3.9% 

3.5% 

56,952 

59,646 

4.7% 

5.6% 

53,749 

56,617 

5.3% 


75,070 

78.6 




$170,834 



TABLE 1 ( 


’Overall Average Salary 


% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

h$ 

83,146 

86,410 

3.9% 

8.9% 

79,960 

84,778 

6.0% 

13.2% 

94,399 

99,525 

5.4% 

23.0% 

111,705 

118.331 

5.9% 

4.6% 

107,440 

114,695 

6.8% 

3.0% 

184,132 

176,281 

-4.3% 

-0.9% 

113,501 

122,749 

8.1% 

13.3% 

99,512 

102,954 

3.5% 

7.9% 

78,116,790 

84.319,447 

7.9% 


393 

412 

4.8% 


59 

63 

6.6% 


38 

42 

16.7% 


77 

76 

-1.3% 


115 

111 

-3.5% 


680 

704 

3.5% 


0 

4 



63 

67 

6.3% 


42 

44 



785 

819 

4.3% 




AAUP FACULTY SALARY AVERAGES for MARKET BASKET SCHOOLS 

(Ordered by 2007-08 overall average) 


[a362.t404] 


Professors 


Assoc 

Professors 


2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 

149.500 

162,400 

8.6% 

91,200 

102,600 

DUKE UNIVERSITY 

142,000 

152,600 

7.5% 

96,800 

102,500 

NORTHWESTERN UNIV 

147,200 

153,600 

4.3% 

97,500 

100,500 

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 

145,100 

150,800 

3.9% 

93,300 

96,400 

UNIV of SOUTHERN CAL 

134.500 

140,100 

4.2% 

92,000 

93,600 

GEORGETOWN UNIV 

139,900 

148,600 

6.2% 

89,100 

95,400 

EMORY UNIVERSITY 

142,200 

147,200 

3.5% 

90,100 

93,400 

VANDERBILT UNIV 

135,400 

140,300 

3.6% 

86,300 

91,000 

*** GW*** 

123,900 

128,500 

3.7% 

89,400 

92,600 

UNIVERSITY of MIAMI 

118,000 

125,000 

5.9% 

79,000 

83,000 

SO METHODIST UNIV 

121,000 

124,400 

2.8% 

80.500 

84,100 

BOSTON UNIVERSITY 

122,200 

127,200 

4.1% 

81,700 

86,000 

TUFTS UNIVERSITY 

118,500 

122,700 

3.5% 

87,900 

90,200 

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 

127,400 

136,100 

6.8% 

84,900 

88,900 

TULANE UNIVERSITY 

116,000 

119,800 

33% 

78,800 

82,400 

*** GW*** 

123,900 

128,500 

3.7% 

89,400 

92.600 

AAUP 80th percentile 

121,196 

127,492 

52% 

85,878 

89,692 

$ to AAUP 80ttl 

(916,666) 

(350,784) 


(813.582) 

(712,460) 

-n to AAUP 80th 

8 

3 


9 

8 

MARKET BASKET DATA 

MEAN of the schools# 

132,779 

139,343 

4.9% 

87,793 

92,143 

$ to Market Basket Mean 

3,009,981 

3.773,364 


(371217) 

(111,965) 

-n to Market Basket Mean 

(23) 

(27) 


4 

1 

MEDIAN of the schools# 

134,950 

140,200 

3.9% 

88,500 

92,200 

$ to MB Median 

3,745,950 

4,071,600 


(207,900) 

(98,000) 

-n to MB Median 

(28) 

(29) 


2 

1 

Other Local Schools 

GEORGE MASON UNIV 

120.500 

126,700 

5.1% 

80,600 

82,900 

UNIVERSITY of MARYLAND 
# excludes GW. 

121,100 

127,500 

5.3% 

84200 

89,500 


Source: AAUP Academe 


TABLE 2 IR 4/24/08 



Asst 

Professors 



Composite 


% Chg 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

ln$ 

12.5% 

80,100 

90,300 

12.7% 

115,048 

131,619 

14.4% 

-11.5% 

5.9% 

82,400 

87,300 

5.9% 

116,728 

125,717 

7.7% 

82% 

3.1% 

83,500 

87,900 

5.3% 

119243 

124,157 

4.1% 

5.7% 

3.3% 

77,200 

80,000 

3.6% 

115,032 

119,400 

3.8% 

6.7% 

1.7% 

81.600 

85,000 

42% 

110,825 

114.675 

3.5% 

7.5% 

7.1% 

73,700 

75,600 

2.6% 

108,815 

114,568 

5.3% 

7.9% 

3.7% 

77,900 

78,900 

1.3% 

109,390 

112,796 

3.1% 

8.9% 

5.4% 

67200 

69,500 

3.4% 

105,096 

108,542 

3.3% 

4.2% 

3.6% 

72,100 

75,100 

4.2% 

99,421 

102,923 

3.5% 

7.9% 

5.1% 

72,700 

76,600 

5.4% 

95,737 

101.176 

5.7% 

5.1% 

4.5% 

72,300 

78,500 

8.6% 

93,838 

98,524 

5.0% 

5.7% 

5.3% 

69,800 

71,000 

1.7% 

94,266 

97,930 

3.9% 

6.4% 

2.6% 

70,800 

73,300 

3.5% 

93,792 

97278 

3.7% 

2.4% 

4.7% 

64,300 

67,900 

5.6% 

89,465 

92,798 

3.7% 

5.1% 

4.6% 

63,400 

66,100 

4.3% 

85,954 

88,729 

32% 

-5.3% 

3.6% 

72,100 

75,100 

42% 

99,421 

102,923 

3.5% 

7.9% 

4.4% 

71,763 

75,816 

5.6% 





+ 

(73.803) 

163,964 

3 

(1,804,041) 

(899280) 




1 

(2) 

= 

18 

9 



5.0% 

74.064 

77,707 

4.9% 

103,802 

109,136 

5.1% 



430,116 

597,003 


3,456,378 

5,106,892 





sum of the $ per rank * 

3,068,880 

4.258,402 




(6) 

(8) 


(33) 

(47) 





sum of the (n) per rank « 

(25) 

(34) 



4.2% 

73.200 

77,550 

5.9% 

106,956 

110.669 

3.5% 



240,900 

561,050 


5,945,115 

6,367212 





sum of the $ per rank * 

3.778,950 

4,534,650 




(3) 

(7) 


(66) 

(58) 





sum of the (n) per rank * 

(29) 

(35) 



2.9% 

64,900 

68.900 

62% 

87,920 

91,518 

4.1% 

9.5% 

6.3% 

77,400 

78,800 

1.8% 

100,947 

105,497 

4.5% 

3.7% 



Table 3 


n Salaries for GW "Regular Faculty (Continuing and N( 



Professors 



2006-07 

2007-08 

Columbian College 

100,440 

102,598 

Education 

104,772 

106,916 

Elliott School 

99,023 

103,308 

Engineering 

118,817 

125,805 

Business 

115,750 

119,550 

Law School** 

195,981 

185,800 

Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

130,618 

142,732 

Total 

111,696 

114,571 



Assoc 

Professors 


% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2.1% 

74,281 

76,643 

3.2% 

2.0% 

72,881 

79,525 

9.1% 

4.3% 

71,328 

76,444 

7.2% 

5.9% 

95,508 

100,841 

5.6% 

3.3% 

96,500 

101,400 

5.1% 

-5.2% 

152,960 

152,275 

-0.4% 

9.3% 

94,274 

96,110 

1.9% 

2.6% 

81,011 

83,496 

3.1% 


Asst 

2006-07 

Professors 

2007-08 

% Chg 

63,398 

64,456 

1 .7% 

61,338 

63,606 

3.7% 

71,554 

70,782 

-1.1% 

91,704 

93,017 

1.4% 

99,750 

107,550 

7.8% 

78,307 

77,334 

-1.2% 

68,120 

68,799 

1.0% 


Columbian College 
Education 
Elliott School 
Engineering 
Business 
Subtotal 
Law School 
Public Hlth&HIth Svc 
Total 


141 

148 

5.0% 

19 

19 

0.0% 

21 

20 

-4.8% 

51 

47 

-7.8% 

42 

40 

-4.8% 

274 

274 

0.0% 

40 

41 

2.5% 

21 

24 

14.3% 

335 

339 

1.2% 


115 

119 

3.5% 

19 

27 

42.1% 

8 

8 

0.0% 

12 

13 

8.3% 

39 

36 

-7.7% 

193 

203 

5.2% 

23 

25 

8.7% 

14 

14 

0.0% 

230 

242 

5.2% 


136 

140 

2.9% 

20 

17 

-15.0% 

9 

12 

33.3% 

16 

16 

0.0% 

33 

33 

0.0% 

214 

218 

1.9% 

7 

6 

-14.3% 

221 

224 

1.4% 


2007-08 Quartiles 
Columbian College 
Education 
Elliott School 
Engineering 
Business 
Law School 
Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

Total 


Q1 Q3 

91,968 117,118 

97,982 122,688 

96,773 128,302 

108,971 147,135 

111,150 133,250 

169,750 219,270 

102,160 177,464 

99,938 147,452 


Q1 Q3 

72.000 83,236 

69,364 85,000 

72,659 94,238 

94,677 106,280 

96,300 108,700 

136,280 166,730 

84,625 129,343 

74,763 100,770 


**^tartirxf 2007 - 08 ^ tew facult * SMHS and cells with fewer than three faculty. 
IR 4^4/S ^ Scho ° l reported to MUP 00 **** include summer stipends. 

[a151,N193] 


Q1 Q3 

57,770 71,341 

58,001 65,946 

66,008 82,860 

89,088 96,784 

96,400 132,000 

70,990 99,951 

60,766 83,823 









COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 


INTERIM REPORT 
February 5, 2009 


The Faculty Senate Committee on Educational Policy has held four meetings since 
September 2008. The Committee addressed the following matters. 


Class Attendance Policy 

At the request of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, the Educational Policy 
Committee reviewed a draft of the undergraduate student Class Attendance Policy forwarded by 
Chief Academic Operating Officer, Dr. Craig Linebaugh. The proposed policy had been 
reviewed by the Council of Deans and the Council of Associate Deans. 

With one emendation and one minor clarification, the Educational Policy Committee 
supported the proposed policy. 


Academic Calendar 


Pursuant to established procedures, the Educational Policy Committee reviewed the 
Academic Calendar (Fall 2010- Spring 2015 ), as developed by the University Academic 
Calendar Committee. 

I he Educational Policy Committee recommended one major change, the cancellation of 
classes on the Wednesday before Thanksgiving. The recommendation was forwarded to the 
University Academic Calendar Committee. 


Undergraduate Advising 


One of the assignments undertaken by the Committee is a review of undergraduate 
advising across schools. 

A four-person subcommittee (Professors Eisen, Doebel, Seavey and SA representative 
Little) reviewed a report of the Columbian College Special Committee on Advising and other 
applicable documents. Their initial focus has been on Colonial Inauguration with respect to 
scheduling, advising, and registration as well as the enhancement of the academic content of 
Colonial Inauguration. To that end, the Subcommittee members have been actively participating 


in the meetings of the Special Task Force on Colonial Inauguration and 
Committee with respect to ongoing discussions and proposals. 


providing updates to the 


Degree Audit 


anH rpc ^ C °™ mitte i e , met with Vice President Lenn, at his request, to provide their views 

esponses on the establishment of a degree audit system. Faculty and staff throughout the 

University have participated in similar discussions. mrougnout the 


F acuity Copyright Risks 


, , a Educational Po,ic y Committee has continued to work on a matter initially 
and risS dUri " 8 ' he 2 ° 07 - 2008 Senate SeSsio "’ «PFight concerns 


risk, f At ‘ tS 'IT* 17 T eeting the Committee approved its draft of a resolution on copyright 
.. °™ arded 11 to the Facult y Senate Committee on Libraries. The latter has approved the 

Committee eJOml C ° mm, “ ee reS ° lu,ion has *>“” f °™*led to the Faculty Senate Executive 


Members of the Committee: 

Lowell Abrams 
Maria De La Fuente 
Hartmut Doebel 
Laura Eisen 
Mikkyoung Kim 
Lilien Robinson, Chair 
Ormond Seavey 
Barbara von Barghahn 
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Graduate Enrollment Trends 

Data as of 13 January 2009 
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Executive VP for Academic Affairs Donald R. Lehman 
13 February 2009 
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Regular Active Status Faculty 
Numbers (NTT and TT -Occupied Lines) 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2002 

2000 

1998 

CCAS 

429 

434 

410 

409 

420 

399 

374 

360 

ESIA 

49 

47 

44 

44 

44 

41 

39 

36 

SB 

118 

114 

121 

122 

122 

131 

123 

116 

SEAS 

80 

80 

81 

81 

85 

85 

76 

71 

GSEHD 

70 

69 

66 

73 

70 

71 

68 

64 

Totals 

746 

744 

722 

729 

741 

727 

680 

647 
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School 20C 


CCAS "3/316 
26.3% 

ESIA n/38 

22.4% 

SB 16/102 
13.6% 

SEAS 8/72 

10.0% 

GSEHD 23/47 
32.9% 

Totals 171/575 

totals 229% 


Regular Active Status Faculty 
Numbers (NTT/TT - Occupied Lines) 


2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2002 2000 


113/316 112/322 102/308 101/308 108/312 102/297 75/299 


112/322 

25.8% 

8/39 

17.0% 

18/96 

15.8% 

7/73 

8 . 8 % 

26/43 

37.7% 

171/573 

23.0% 


102/308 

24.9% 

6/38 

13.6% 

21/100 

17.4% 

5/76 

6.2% 

25/41 

37,9% 

159/563 

22 . 0 % 


101/308 108/312 

24.7% 

6/38 7/37 

13.6% 

22/100 22/100 

18,0% 

5/76 7/78 

6.2% 

30/43 29/41 ' 

41.1% 

164/565 173/568 
22.5% 23.3% 


6/35 6/33 

29/102 22/101 

9/76 11/65 

29/42 26/42 

175/552 140/540 
24.07% 20.6% 
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Regular Active Status Faculty 
Numbers (NTT and TT -Occupied Lines) 


School 

2008 2007 2006 2005 

2004 

2003 2002 j 2001 

2000 

CPS 

14 12| 8 3 

3 

2 2 0 

0 

Law 

79 79 79 76 

76 

71 75 1 74 

72 

SMHS 

94 85 88 89 

83 

84 85 87 

93 


MFA 193; 194: 176 169 177 

CNMC 289; 271 243; 239 262^ 

SPHHS 43] 44 48 50 50 38i 38 Tl’ 29 

Totals 712 685 642 626 651 195 2~00 195 194 
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Numbers (NTT/TT - Occupied Lines) 








Limited Service Faculty 
Numbers (Excluding Research and Visiting) 
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School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 

2002 

2001 

CCAS 

492 

489 

560 

571 

573 

572 

534 

585 

ESIA 

82 

68 

68 

58 

62 

49 

42 

51 

SB 

59 

81 

70 

80 

90 

80 

80 

74 

SEAS 

83 

79 

75 

77 

90 

91 

1 10 

89 

GSEHD 

107 

100 

105 

95 

101 

86 

74 

71 

Totals 

823 

817 

878 

881 

916 

878 

840 

870 


" ft* 
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School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 

2002 

2001 

CPS 

57 

59 

32 

26 

21 

0 

_ O 1 

0 

Law 

191 

178 

170 

161 

138 

136 

106 

139 

SMHS 

1,594 

1,606 

1,578 

1,556 

1,652 

1,644 

1,718 

1,675 

SPHHS 

240 

228 

245 

231 

208 

190 

198 

180 

Totals 

2,077 

2,071 

2,025 

1,974 

2,019 

1,970 

2,022 

1,994 


n\ 
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Research Faculty 


School 2008 I 2007 I 2006 I 2005 I 2004 I 2003 


CCAS 

28 

ESIA 

3 

SB 

4 

SEAS 

10 


GSEHD 


CPS 


L 

S' 


SPHHS 

TOTAL 


2 


0 




2 

1 

55 

57 

33 

41 

141 

156 


m Tilt GEORGE 
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UNIVERSITY 
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Regular Full Time Faculty 
Trends in Female and Minority Faculty 


TOTAL 

MEN 

WOMEN 

MINORITY 


08/09 

08/09 

Change from 03/04 

08/09 

Change from 03/04 

08/09 

Change from 03/04 

School 

Number 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

CCAS 

421 

249 

1.6% | 

4 

172 

12.4% 

19 

80 

23.1% 

15 

SB 

112 

77 

-10.5% 

-9 

35 

29.6% | 

8 

30 

20.0% 

5 

CPS 

12 

9 

n/a ; 

9 

3 

n/a | 

3 

1 

N/A 

1 

ESIA 

46 

34 

9.7% 

3 

12 

33.3% | 

3 

6 

20.0% 

1 

SEAS 

76 

68 

-8.1% : 

-6 

8 

-33.3% ! 

-4 

19 

5.6% 

1 

GSEHD 

67 

29 

-12.1% 

-4 

38 

22.6% 

7 

11 

0.0% 

0 

LAW 

74 

49 

6.5% | 

3 

25 

31.6% | 

6 

13 

30.0% 

3 

SMHS 

279 

169 

7.6% | 

12 

110 

19.6% | 

18 

63 

18.9% 

10 

SPHHS 

42 

27 

12.5% 1 

3 

15 

36.4% ! 

4 

4 

0.0% 

0 

UNIV 

11 

10 

66.7% 

4 

1 N/A 1 

1 N/A 1 

TOTAL 

1140 

721 

2.7% 

19 

419 

18.4% 

65 

228 

19.4% 

37 


Excludes Deans and Associate Deans. SMHS includes MFA faculty. 
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Faculty Trends 

(Excluding Law and the Medical Center) 


• 1998 2008: Regular-Active-Status faculty members have 

grown by 15.3 (99). 

• 1998 -> 2008: R-A-S faculty members have grown by 69 in 
CCAS (19.1% increase), whereas ESIA has grown by 13, SEAS 
by 9, GSEHD by 6, and GWSB by 2 faculty members. 

• 2000 -> 2008: The percentage of R-A-S NTT appointments to 
all R-A-S appointments remains -23% (outside of Law, CPS, 
and the Medical Center). If Law, the Medical Center (excluding 
affiliates), and CPS are included, the percentage is 25.8%. 

• 2000 -> 2008: GSEHD’s NTT/TT ratio in percent has improved 
to 32.9% from the a high of 41 .4% in 2004. 

• 2001 -> 2008: Limited-Service faculty appointments have 
decreased by 47. Two very large freshman classes (2001 and 
2004) led to abrupt increases (Most L-S faculty members teach 
on a per-course basis). 


HU GEORGE 
WASHINGTON 
UNIVERSITY 


Academic Affairs 



Faculty Trends 

(CPS. Law. SMHS. and SPHHSt 


CPS’s growth in R-A-S faculty members reflects the 
growth of their own program offerings. 

2000 -> 2008: The Law School’s R-A-S faculty 
members have grown by 9.7% (7), while their 
Limited-Service faculty members have grown by 
37.4% (52). 

2000 2008: In SMHS, the numbers of R-A-S and 

Limited-Service faculty members have remained 
steady. 

2000 2008: SPHHS’s NTT/TT ratio in percent 

has decreased by 11.5 percentage points from a high 
of 65.7% (2002) to 53.5%. 
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Faculty Trends 

(All Colleges and Schools! 


• SPHHS has the largest number (49) of research faculty 
members followed by SMHS (36). SPHHS has a total of 
43 R-A-S faculty members and 49 research faculty 
members. Outside the Medical Center, the school with the 
largest number of research faculty members is CCAS with 
28. 

• 2003 -> 2008: The percentage of minority faculty 
members has increased by 19.4% (37), leading to an 
overall total percentage of 20% across all schools (228 out 
of a total of 1,140) compared to 18.1% in 2003 (191 out of 
a total of 1,056). 

• 2003 A 2008: The percentage of women faculty members 
has increased by 3.2% to 36.7% (419 out of 1, 140) 
compared to 33.5% in 2003 (354 out of 1,056). 

13 
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Average AY Teaching Loads 
(NTT/TT) 


Courses Hours 

4.00/ 12.06/ 
3.70 11,08 
2.40/ 7.20/ 

3.70 11.09 
4.75/ 14.25/ 
4.63 13.38 


2.29/ 6.71/ 

3.76 11,22 
4.45/ 13.36/ 
3.97 11.93 


1 

Courses 

Hours 

4.67/ 

14.00/ 

3.60 

10.92 

2.67/ 

7.67/ 

3.65 

11.00 

4.74/ 

12.98/ 

4.55 

12.66 

3.82/ 

11.27/ 

3.32 

9.82 

3.73/ 

11.05/ 

3.18 

9.50 




Courses 


; Till GEORGE 

i ray > Washington 

ftipICi UNIVERSI I V 


Academic Affairs 


Average AY Teaching Loads 
(NTT/TT) 


2007-08 

Courses Hours 

4.67/ 15.28/ 
3.47 1 0,4 1 
3.67/ 933? 

3.47' 10,271 
4.61/ 12.42/ 

4.08 11 .55 

3.67/ 10.00/j 
3.45 10.00 

3.26/1 9.26/ 
3.80 11.40 
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Number of Students Taught and 
by Whom (# Sect/# Students) 


Fall 2007- 
All 

Campuses 

TT 

NTT 

PT/GTA/ 

Visitors 

Totals 

# of faculty 
members in 
each 
category 

470 

142 

796 

1,408 

CCAS/ES1A 

550/17,497 

208/5,156 

895/20,570 

1,653/43,223 

GWSB 

178/6,007 

44/1,179 

105/3,448 

327/10,634 

SEAS 

115/2,088 

11/215 

105/2,059 

231/4,369 

GSEHD 

72/1,005 

46/630 

120/1,579 

238/3,214 
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Number of Students Taught and 
by Whom (# Sect/# Students) 


GWSB 

SEAS 

GSEHD 


TT 

NTT 

PT/GTA/ 

Visitors 

Totals 

474 

150 

810 

1,434 

524/17,153 

263/5394 

828/20,135 

1,615/42,682 

192/6,708 

40/1,213 

102/3,203 

334/11,124 

121/2,168 

10/193 

109/2,347 

240/4,708 

78/991 

30/330 

148/1,948 

256/3,269 
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Average Teaching Load Trends 


• Average teaching loads for TT faculty members in all 
schools except GWSB are less than 2-2. 

• CCAS, ESIA, and SEAS TT faculty members have the 
lightest teaching loads, which on average are between 2-2 
and 2-1 with GSEHD almost at the same level. 

. NTT faculty members have average teaching loads ranging 
from between 2-2 and 2-1 in ESIA to almost 3-2 in CCAS 
and GWSB. 

• Average teaching loads for TT faculty members have 
become increasingly lighter over the last ten years in all 
schools. 

• The FT faculty members (TT + NTT) teach the majority of 
the students (55.3%) and course sections (51.4%). 
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Distribution of Course Sections 
Total = Ugrad + Grad + Other 
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School 

2008 2007 2006 2005 

2004 

2003 

2001 1998 

CCAS 

1,987 2,035 2,022 2,098 

2,109 

2,041 

1,991 1,733 

ESIA 

147 131 110 100 

101 

97 

74 45 

GWSB 

345 345 353 349 

378 

387 

447 417 

SEAS 

299 286 299 306 

314 

319 

315 316 

GSEHD 

267 243 218 229 

227 

227 

221 205 

CPS 

98 101 78 36 

36 

23 

0 0 

Totals 

3,143 3,141 3,080 3,118 

3,165 

3,094 

3,048 2,716 


\- f tu: ot'ORGF- 
H WASHINGTON 
IK, i NIVER.S1TY 


Academic Affairs 



Distribution of Course Sections 
Undergraduate 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 2005 

2004 

2003 2001 1998 

CCAS 

1,212 

1,241 

1,235 1,252 

1,283 

1,227 1,216 1,055 

ESIA 

36 

23 

15 16 

16 

12 8 4 

GWSB 

114 

120 

122 123 

136 

137 142 108 

SEAS 

73 

69 

72 76 

82 

81 75 74 

GSEHD 

5 

2 

1 1 

2 

1 11 11 

CPS 

12 

16 

16 11 

13 

6 0 0 

Totals 

1,452 

1,471 

1,461 1,479 

1,532 

1,464 1,452 1,252 
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School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 2001 

1998 

CCAS 

347 

362 

362 

424 

418 

418 371 

320 

ESIA 

96 

90 

81 

70 

70 

70 53 

30 

GWSB 

205 

196 

209 

218 

231 

234 276 

272 

SEAS 

168 

164 

173 

178 

181 

190 186 

187 

GSEHD 

262 

241 

217 

228 

225 

226 209 

193 

CPS 

86 

85 

62 

25 

23 

17 0 

0 

Totals 

1,164 

1,139 

1,104 

1,143 

1,148 

1,155 1,095 

1,002 
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Distribution of Course Sections 

Number of each Type 


Type 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 

2001 

1998 

Lab/Etc. - 
Ugrad 

506 

511 

500 

486 

463 

458 

475 

429 

Lab/Etc. - 
Grad 

12 

12 

9 

4 

9 

10 

12 

25 

Lower 

701 

719 

737 

780 

839 

792 

799 

689 

Upper 

751 

752 

724 

699 

693 

672 

653 

563 

Grad 

1,164 

1,139 

1,104 

1,143 

1,148 

1,155 

1,095 

1,002 

Other 

9 

8 

6 

6 

13 

7 

14 

8 

Total 

3,143 

3,141 

3,080 

3,118 

3,165 

3,094 

3,048 

2,716 
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Type 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 

2001 

1998 

Lab/Etc. 

20.9 

20.0 

20.1 

20.4 

20.2 

19.9 

20.3 

19.3 

Lower 

33.5 

32.4 

34.5 

33.9 

32.5 

32.6 

32.6 

30.2 

Upper 

28.1 

27.9 

28.1 

28.3 

27.8 

27.8 

24.9 

22.5 

Grad 

17.8 

17.6 

17.6 

16.4 

15.9 

16.1 

16.4 

16.3 

Other 

17.7 

26.8 

40.2 

17.2 

24.8 

20.3 

17.2 

16.4 

Overall 

24.2 

24.0 

24.6 

24.0 

23.5 

23.4 

23.1 

21.6 
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Course Sections -- Conclusions 


• 427 more sections were taught in Fall 2008 compared to Fall 1998 - a 
15.7% increase. 

• Of the 427 sections, 200 were undergraduate and 162 were graduate, 
with the undergraduate being 12 lower level, 188 upper level, along 
with 77 labs/etc. CPS now contributes 101 sections to the net total. 

• Since 1998, CCAS has added 254 sections, compared to the high point 
of 376 more in 2004. ESI A and GSEHD are now teaching 102 and 62 
more sections, respectively. GWSB and SEAS have fewer sections 
being taught by 72 and 1 7, respectively. 

• Largest one-year increase in lower level - 200 1 ! 

• Largest one-year increase in upper level - 200 1 ! 

• Except for upper level undergraduates (24.9% increase), class size has 
remained approximately stable. The growing number of course 
sections has compensated almost proportionately. 
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2007-08 Faculty Salaries by Gender 


Assistant Professors 

Number 

Mean 

Median 

Quartile 1 

Quartile 3 

School 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

CCAS Humanities 

35 

32 

61,691 | 

62,291 

60,766 

59,859 

55,900 

55,100 

67,315 

68,858 

CCAS Physical Sciences 

10 

17 

64,229 I 

69,428 

61,935 

68,664 

58,690 

65,500 

69,847 

75,014 

CCAS Social Sciences 

22 

24 

71,819 j 

67,875 

70,916 

68,502 

64,000 j 

61,273 

80,850 

73,970 

Education 

12 

5 

62,957 | 

63,245 

63,023 

64,000 

55,679 i 

63,000 

66,005 

64,075 

Elliott School 

6 

6 

72,469 : 

74,386 

70,783 

73,045 

66,000 | 

66,016 

74,706 

86,148 

Engineering 

7 

9 

96,092 1 

90,348 

96,343 

91,794 

90,876 1 

87,300 

101,313 

93,520 

Business 

18 

16 

118,969 ! 

104,359 

114,850 

97,850 

102,900 i 

91,150 

138,100 

121,250 

Law School 

0 

0 





Public Hlth&lilth Svc 

•1 

2 

81,402 j 

77,334 

73,962 

88,843 

Total 

IN 

111 
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2007-08 Faculty Salaries by Gender 


Associate Professors 

Number 

Mean 

Median 

Quartile 1 

Quartile 3 

School 

Female 

Male 

Female Male 

Female 

Male 

Female Male 

Female 

Male 

CCAS Humanities 

26 

20 

75,699 72,442 

74.800 

73,605 

66,875 68,575 

83.761 

76.652 

CCAS Physical Sciences 

8 

17 

76,573 ! 75,036 

77.611 

76.220 

75,173 72,900 

79,857 

77,423 

CCAS Social Sciences 

26 

22 

79,906 84,337 

78,823 

81.776 

71,134 76,381 

87.919 

87,241 

Education 

16 

11 

77,915 1 83.821 

79,094 

79,525 

71,525 68,059 

83.165 

91.107 

Elliott School 

2 

6 

88,164 

78.488 

71,816 

105,000 

Engineering 

1 

12 

! 102,022 


98,402 

92,516 


106.683 

Business 

7 

29 

103,771 104,007 

94,800 

102,100 

87,000 97,900 

125,000 

106,300 

Law School 

11 

14 

136.194 159,091 

143,460 

164,000 

130,000 137,600 

154,970 

173,642 

Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

6 

8 

85.725 130,460 

86,466 

128,039 

79,835 101,971 

94.070 

158,790 

Total 

103 

139 
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Professors 

Number 

Mean 

Median 

Quartile 1 

Quartile 3 

School 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female Male 

Female 

Male 

CCAS Humanities 

16 

26 

91,414 

96.422 

89.705 

94,575 

83,530 87,149 

99.788 

105.888 

CCAS Physical Sciences 

4 

35 

88.490 

113,090 

90,486 

100,500 

79,482 90,101 

97.499 

121,152 

CCAS Social Sciences 

13 

54 

115,361 

119,180 

109.701 

111,813 

102,894 101.220 

127.994 

132,485 

Education 

10 

9 

114.899 

105,737 

112,931 

103.303 

104.604 88,500 

126,812 

117.059 

Elliott School 

4 

16 

132.208 

108,640 

127,585 

102,341 

102.890 92,152 

161,527 

118,188 

Engineering 

3 

44 

130,708 

124,638 

108,307 


146.825 

Business 

5 

35 

124,360 

124.317 

119,800 

119,300 

118.300 108.000 

129.100 

135.000 

Law School 

9 

32 

173,524 

195.975 

185,352 

189.955 

157.680 170,953 

198,658 

220.699 

Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

6 

18 

141,672 

138,730 

145,277 

142,732 

120.901 100,266 

203.188 

168.999 

Total 

70 

269 
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2007-08 GWU Regular Faculty* 
(Continuing and New) 


Assistant Professors 

Average Salary 

Numbers 

School 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Columbian College 

63,535 

65,601 

3.3% 

134 

140 

4.5% 

Education 

61,932 

63,042 

1.8% 

20 

17 

-15.0% 

Elliott School 

75,546 

73,427 

-2.8% 

7 

12 

71.4% 

Engineering 

90,656 

92,861 

2.4% 

16 

16 

0.0% 

Business 

102,036 

1 12,094 

9.9% 

33 

34 

3.0% 

Professional Studies’* 


65,355 



4 


Law School”* 







Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

79,124 

82,622 

4.4% 

7 

6 

-14.3% 

Total 

72,132 

75,070 

4.1% 

217 

229 

5.5% 

Total $ 

15,652,704 

17,191,102 

9.8% 





* Excludes instructors and clinical law faculty. 

** Data exclude CPS professors and associate professors because n < 3. (1 professor. 2 associates). 
*** Starting 2007-08. Law School salaries reported to AAUP no longer include summer stipends. 
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2007-08 GWU Regular Faculty* 
(Continuing and New) 


Associate Professors 

Average Salary 

Numbers 

School 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Columbian College 

75,326 

77,681 

3.1% 

115 

120 

4.3% 

Education 

73,875 

80,321 

8.7% 

19 

27 

42.1% 

Elliott School 

72,887 

85,234 

16.9% 

7 

8 

14.3% 

Engineering 

97,649 

102,237 

4.7% 

12 

13 

8.3% 

Business 

97,741 

103,961 

6.4% 

40 

36 

-10.0% 

Professional Studies” 







Law School*** 

147,423 

149,017 

1.1% 

23 

25 

8.7% 

Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

108.936 

111,288 

2.2% 

14 

14 

0.0% 

Total 

89,450 

92,705 

3.6% 

230 

243 

5.7% 

Total S 

20,573,585 

22,527,393 

9.5% 





* Excludes instructors and clinical law faculty. 

** Data exclude CPS professors and associate professors because n < 3. (1 profess 
*** Starting 2007-08. Law School salaries reported to AAUP no longer include su 
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2007-08 GWU Regular Faculty* 
(Continuing and New) 


Professors 

Average Salary 

Numbers 

School 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Columbian College 

107,641 

1 12,467 

4.5% 

144 

152 

5.6% 

Education 

103,770 

110,559 

6.5% 

20 

19 

-5.0% 

Elliott School 

107,243 

118,957 

10.9% 

22 

22 

0.0% 

Engineering 

122,020 

131,453 

7.7% 

49 

47 

-4.1% 

Business 

120.924 

126,278 

4.4% 

42 

41 

-2.4% 

Professional Studies** 







Law School’** 

205,240 

192,510 

-6.2% 

40 

42 

5.0% 

Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

128,003 

139,466 

9.0% 

21 

24 

14.3% 

Total 

123,936 

128,533 

3.7% 

338 

347 

2.7% 

Total $ 

41,890,501 

44,600,952 

6.5% 





* Excludes instructors and clinical law faculty. 

** Data exclude CPS professors and associate professors because n < 3 (1 professor. 2 associates). 
*** Starting 2007-08. Law School salaries reported to AAUP no longer include summer stipends. 
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All Faculty 

Overall Average Salary* 

Numbers 

School 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Columbian College 

83.146 

86,410 

3.9% 

393 

412 

4.8% 

Education 

79,960 

84,778 

6.0% 

59 

63 

6.8% 

Elliott School 

94,399 

99,525 

5.4% 

36 

42 

16.7% 

Engineering 

111,705 

118,331 

5.9% 

77 

76 

-1.3% 

Business 

107,440 

1 14,695 

6.8% 

115 

111 

-3.5% 

Professional Studies’* 




0 

4 


Law School*** 

184,132 

176,281 

-4.3% 

63 

67 

6.3% 

Public Hlth&HIth Svc 

113,501 

122,749 

8.1% 

42 

44 


Total 

99,512 

102,954 

3.5% 

785 

819 

4.3% 

Total S 

78,116,790 

84,319,447 

7.9% 





* Excludes instructors and clinical law faculty. 

** Data exclude CPS professors and associate professors because n -- 3. (1 professor. 2 associates). 
*** Starting 2007-08. Law School salaries reported to AAUP no longer include summer stipends. 
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2007-08 GWU Regular Faculty 
(AAUP Percentiles) 



Professors 

Associate Professor 

Assistant Professors 

AAUP Percentiles 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

90 

134,510 

140,065 

4.1% 

90,203 

95,577 

6.0% 

77,394 

81.221 

4.9% 

80 

121,196 

127,492 

5.2% 

85,878 

89,692 

4.4% 

71,763 

75,816 

5.6V. 

70 

116,383 

119,365 

2.6% 

81,078 

84,986 

4.8% 

68,523 

72,187 

5.3% 

60 

109,836 

115,750 

5.4% 

77,825 

81,678 

5.0% 

66,263 

68,957 

4.1% 

50 

104,971 

110,209 

5.0% 

75,294 

78,543 

4.3% 

64,184 

66,989 

4.4% 

40 

99,794 

103,691 

3.9% 

72,560 

75,707 

4.3% 

61,883 

64,239 

3.8% 

30 

95,255 

98,351 

3.3% 

69,563 

72,239 

3.8% 

59,497 

61,825 

3.9% 

20 

88,673 

92,615 

4.4% 

67,086 

69,433 

3.5% 

56,952 

59,646 

4.7% 

10 

82,365 

85,638 

4.0% 

62,827 

66,329 

5.6% 

53,749 

56,617 

5.3% 

GWU overall 2006/07 

128,533 

80.8 


92,705 

85.1 


75,070 

78.6 


S to AAUP 80th 


(361,227) 



(732,159) 



170,834 
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GW Market Basket 

Assistant Professors 

Institutions 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Tulane University 

63,400 

66,100 

4.3% 

American University 

64,300 

67,900 

5.6% 

Vanderbilt University 

67,200 

69,500 

3.4% 

Boston University 

69,800 

71,000 

1.7% 

Tufts University 

70,800 

73,300 

3.5% 

George Washington University 

72,100 

75,100 

4.2% 

Georgetown University 

73,700 

75,600 

2.6% 

University of Miami 

72,700 

76,600 

5.4% 

Southern Methodist University 

72,300 

78,500 

8.6% 

Emory University 

77,900 

78,900 

1.3% 

Washington University 

77,200 

80,000 

3.6% 

University of Southern California 

81,600 

85,000 

4.2% 

Duke University' 

82,400 

87,300 

5.9% 

Northwestern University 

83,500 

87,900 

5.3% 

New York University 

80,100 

90,300 

12.7% 

Mean (excludes GWU) 

74,064 

77,707 

4.9% 


36 
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Academic Affairs 


GW Market Basket 

Associate Professors 

Institutions 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Tulane University 

78,800 

82,400 

4.6% 

University of Miami 

79,000 

83,000 

5.1% 

Southern Methodist University 

80,500 

84,100 

4.5% 

Boston University 

81,700 

86,000 

5.3% 

American University 

84,900 

88,900 

4.7% 

Tufts University 

87,900 

90,200 

2.6% 

Vanderbilt University 

86,300 

91,000 

5.4% 

George Washington University 

89,400 

92,600 

3.6% 

Emory University 

90,100 

93,400 

3.7% 

University of Southern California 

92,000 

93,600 

1.7% 

Georgetown University 

89,100 

95,400 

7.1% 

Washington University 

93,300 

96,400 

3.3% 

Northwestern University 

97,500 

100,500 

3.1% 

Duke University 

96,800 

102,500 

5.9% 

New York University 

91,200 

102,600 

12.5% 

Mean (excludes GWU) 

87,793 

92,143 

5.0% 
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GW Market Basket 

Professors 

Institutions 

2006-07 

2007-08 

%Chg 

Tulane University 

116,000 

119,800 

3.3% 

Tufts University 

118,500 

122,700 

3.5% 

Southern Methodist University 

121,000 

124,400 

2.8% 

University of Miami 

118,000 

125,000 

5.9% 

Boston University 

122,200 

127,200 

4.1% 

George Washington University 

123,900 

128,500 

3.7% 

American University 

127,400 

136,100 

6.8% 

University of Southern California 

134,500 

140,100 

4.2% 

Vanderbilt University 

135,400 

140,300 

3.6% 

Emory' University 

142,200 

147,200 

3.5% 

Georgetown University 

139,900 

148,600 

6.2% 

Washington University 

145,100 

150,800 

3.9% 

Duke University 

142.000 

152,600 

7.5% 

Northwestern University 

147,200 

153,600 

4.3% 

New York University 

149,500 

162,400 

8.6% 

Mean (excludes GWU) 

132,779 

139,343 

4.9% 
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GW Market Basket 

Composite 

Institutions 

2006-07 

2007-08 

% Chg 

Tulane University 

85,954 

88,729 

3.2% 

American University 

89,465 

92,798 

3.7% 

Tufts University 

93,792 

97,278 

3.7% 

Boston University 

94,266 

97,930 

3.9% 

Southern Methodist University 

93,838 

98,524 

5.0% 

University of Miami 

95,737 

101,176 

5.7% 

George Washington University 

99,421 

102,923 

3.5% 

Vanderbilt University 

105,096 

108,542 

3.3% 

Emory University 

109,390 

112,796 

3.1% 

Georgetown University 

108,815 

114,568 

5.3% 

University of Southern California 

110,825 

114,675 

3.5% 

Washington University 

115,032 

119,400 

3.8% 

Northwestern University 

119,243 

124,157 

4.1% 

Duke University 

116,728 

125,717 

7.7% 

New York University 

115,048 

131,619 

14.4% 

Mean (excludes GWU) 

103,802 

109,136 

5.1% 
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Faculty Salaries 

Observations 


• An additional $ 1 80K were allocated for special assistant professor 
merit pay increases in 2008. These additional funds address the issue 
of the assistant professors’ average being below the AAUP 80 th 
percentile. 

• Examination of the means, medians, and quartiles, combined with the 
outcomes of our regular (every two or three years) salary equity 
reviews, leads us to the observation that the gender balance in salaries 
is appropriate. This coming year, we shall undertake another salary 
equity review, where again attention will be paid to gender balance, 
among other factors, by examining the percentages of men and 
women, overall time employed at GW, and time in rank. 

• From the viewpoint of average salaries, GW sits somewhat below the 
middle of the list of our Market Basket Schools, which contains 
regional, comparable, and aspirational institutions. 
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Overall Students-to-Faculty 
Members Ratio 

[Schools that have only post-baccalaureate students or 
a very small fraction of undergraduate students in 
their total student body are excluded (at GW this 
includes SMHS, SPHHS, Law, and GSEHD)] 
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Student-Faculty Ratio 



2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2003 

Ratio 

13.5 

13.4 

13.6 

13.5 

13.6 


The student-faculty ratio has remained 
essentially stationary over the last five years. 
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School 


Undergraduate Enrollment 
(Total Unduplicated) 


CCAS 

5,150 

5,363 

5,584 

5,587 

CPS 

43 

53 

51 

51 

ESIA 

2,105 

2,131 

2,119 

2,081 

SB 

1,659 

1,638 

1,555 

1,493 

SEAS 

586 

526 

528 

525 

Subtotal 

9,543 

9,711 

9,837 

9,737 

SMHS 

578 

489 

465 

471 

SPHHS 

170 

170 

191 

186 

Total 

10,291 

10,370 

10,493 

10,394 


2004 


5,751 

35_ 

2,069 

1,526 

475 

9,856 

530 

177 

10,563 
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School 2008 


CCAS 

5,150 

CPS 

0 

ESIA 

2,104 

SB 

1,659 

SEAS 

586 

Subtotal 

9,499 

SMHS 

36 

SPHHS 

170 

Total 

9,705 
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School 2008 2007 2006 2005 

CCAS - 1_ 

SEAS - - 

SMHS 17 20 
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Evolution of Applicants to Freshman 
Matriculation 


Academic Affairs 



2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

Applied 

19,430 

19,606 

19,426 

19,406 

20,159 

Accepted 

7,261 

7,197 

7,342 

7,275 

7,726 

Matriculated 

2,461 

2,137 

2,458 

2,411 

2,669 

Acceptance 

37.4% 

36.7% 

37.8% 

37.5% 

38.3% 

Yield 

33.9% 

29.7% 

33.5% 

33.1% 

34.5% 
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Evolution of SAT Scores from 
Application to Matriculation 
Verbal (Medians/Number) 

Academic Affairs 



2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

Applicants 

630/13982 

630/15145 

640/16102 

640/16600 

630/16333 

Admits 

650/6072 

670/6252 

660/6816 

660/6979 

660/7332 

Matriculated 

640/1873 

650/1635 

640/2283 

650/2301 

640/2516 
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Evolution of SAT Scores from 
Application to Matriculation 
Math (Medians/Number) 



2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

Applicants 

650/13989 

640/15238 

640/16108 

650/16599 

640/16332 

Admits 

670/6074 

670/6290 

670/6818 

670/6980 

660/7331 

Matriculated 

650/1875 

650/1668 

640/2283 

650/2301 

640/2516 
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Evolution of ACT Scores from 
Application to Matriculation 
(Medians/Number) 



2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

Applicants 

28/3707 

28/3326 

27/3120 

27/3673 

27/3306 

Admits 

29/1716 

29/1372 

29/1253 

28/1491 

28/1387 

Matriculated 

28/642 

27/525 

28/435 

28/510 

28/537 
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Percentage in Top 10% of their High- 
School Class (Percent/Number) 



2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

Applicants 

54%/3033 

52%/3378 

50%/3 1 96 

48%/3 1 92 

48%/3 1 5 1 

Admits 

66%/2237 

74%/2 1 78 

70%/1987 

66%/2 156 

63%/21 35 

Matriculated 

67%/845 

66%/776 

65%/836 

63%/8 1 2 

58%/802 
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Academic Affairs 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

630/1037 

650/944 

640/1353 

650/1353 

640/1543 

SEAS 

610/154 

630/82 

600/126 

620/176 

620/115 

SB 

600/256 

610/236 

600/314 

610/298 

600/322 

ESIA 

670/414 

670/365 

670/474 

670/458 

660/517 
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Matriculated Undergraduates SAT 
Math (Medians/Number) 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

640/1038 

640/959 

640/1353 

640/1353 

640/1543 

SEAS 

680/154 

690/85 

680/126 

670/176 

670/115 

SB 

650/256 

650/246 

640/314 

660/298 

650/322 

ESIA 

650/415 

640/369 

640/474 

650/458 

640/517 
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Matriculated Undergraduate ACT 
(Medians/Number) 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

27/403 

27/285 

28/263 

28/318 

28/328 

SEAS 

27/37 

28/25 

27/18 

27/39 

25/25 

SB 

27/84 

28/74 

27/56 

26/46 

28/52 

ESIA 

28/114 

28/140 

28/96 

28/103 

28/130 
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Percentage in Top 10% of their High- 
School Class (Percent/Number) 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

66%/433 

66%/434 

66%/475 

62%/463 

57%/464 

SEAS 

70%/74 

68%/43 

77%/64 

68%/66 

67%/38 

SB 

68%/ 1 06 

58%/80 

56%/77 

63%/75 

54%/67 

ESIA 

69%/227 

70%/217 

67%/2 1 8 

67%/204 

63%/23 1 
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Undergraduate Enrollment Trends 
Conclusions 


• The two largest freshman classes occurred in 2001 and 2004. The 2004 class 
had its graduation in May 2008. In the Fall of 2007, we had a freshman class 
of approximately 2,150 compared to our typical class of approximately 2,350. 
These statistics lead to the gradual decrease seen in undergraduate enrollments 
over the last two or three years. 

• GW typically receives about 19,500 applications, accepting about 7,300 from 
this pool, in order to generate a typical freshman class of around 2,400 
students. This amounts to an acceptance rate of about 37% with a yield around 
33%. 

• SAT and ACT test scores and high-school class standing are some of the 
measures of applicant qualifications. These graphs show the evolution of the 
medians of these scores from applicants to matriculants. Scores in the Verbal 
and Math categories vary with school of matriculation as expected. High- 
school class standing is not available for all applicants. Such measures of the 
admitted students are influenced by a number of factors, a major one being 
financial aid (need-based and/or merit). 
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School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

58 

72 

21 

24 

30 

CPS 

93 

109 

119 

62 

36 

GSEHD 

350 

229 

155 

80 

78 

SB 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1 

SEAS 

678 

670 

340 

311 

260 

SMHS 

33 

49 

38 

38 

35 

Total 

1,212 

1,129 

673 

515 

440 
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Graduate Certificates 

Enrollment (VA-Campus) 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CPS 

7 

5 

- 

- 

. 

GSEHD 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 

SEAS 

4 

2 

2 

3 

3 


Graduate Certificates are a growing commodity as can 
be seen from the increasing enrollments. They normally 
involve four to six three-credit courses in a specialized 
area. A large fraction of students who pursue graduate 
certificates continue into a master’s degree program. 
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School 21 


CCAS 

CPS 

ES1A 

GSEHD 

LAW 

_SB 

SEAS 

Subtotal 

SMHS 


Master’s Degree Programs 

Enrollment (Total Unduplicated) 


1,094 

1,245 

1,318 

1,612 

1,537 

488 

438 

323 

34 


771 

710 

670 

656 

618 

1,112 

1,064 

984 

917 

951 

338 

318 

273 

274 

288 

2,050 

2,118 

2,021 

1,960 

1,869 

1.029 

892 

994 

907 

947 

6,882 

6,785 

6,583 

6,360 

6,210 

573 

544 

471 

470 

498 

770 

773 

699 

693 

680 

8,225 

8,102 

7,753 

7,523 

7,388 


SPHHS 

Total 
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School 

CCAS 

CPS 

ESIA 

GSEHD 

LAW 

_SB 

SEAS 

Subtotal 

SMHS 

SPHHS 

Total 


2008 

923 

146 

771 

549 

338 

1,413 

514 

4,654 

135 

769 

5,558 


Master’s Degree Programs 

Enrollment (On-Campus) 


2007 

1,077 

172 

710 

508 

318 

1,428 

500 

4,713 

134 

772 

5,619 


2006 

1,110 

170 

669 

479 

273 

1,370 

477 

4,548 

142 

699 

5,389 


2005 

1,362 


2004 

1,256 
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School 



CCAS 

184 


CPS 

363 


ESIA 

3 


GSEHD 

702 


Master’s Degree Programs 

Enrollment (Off-Campus) 


2005 


272 



SEAS 

494 

361 

488 

317 

310 



SMHS 

438 

412 

334 

320 

328 



Total 

2,778 

2,548 

2,447 

2,131 

2,073 
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Enrollment (VA-Campus) 

Academic Affairs 


School 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

4 

1 

- 

- 

- 

CPS 

2 

- 

- 

- 

- 

ESIA 

1 

- 

3 

- 

- 

GSEHD 

21 

15 

16 

13 

2 

LAW 

1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

SB 

169 

137 

145 

144 

152 

SEAS 

127 

98 

92 

103 

117 

Total 

325 

251 

256 

260 

271 
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Master’s Degree Programs 

GRE Quantitative (Medians/Number) 


COLLEGE 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

630/338 

640/379 

630/364 

620/598 

630/558 

CPS 

610/79 

620/58 

610/54 

780/1 


ESIA 

680/295 

680/287 

680/237 

660/256 

680/223 

GSEHD 

600/129 

600/167 

550/164 

575/150 

580/151 

SB 

660/72 

660/73 

640/66 

610/44 

610/43 

SEAS 

710/101 

725/94 

720/65 

730/75 

720/97 

S1MHS 

640/66 

630/62 

620/59 

620/59 

605/66 

SPHHS 

610/137 

620/140 

630/165 

620/149 

630/148 
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Academic Affairs 


COLLEGE 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

550/338 

550/397 

535/364 

540/598 

540/558 

CPS 

520/70 

540/58 

515/54 

630/1 


ESIA 

590/295 

600/287 

610/237 

600/256 

620/223 

GSEHD 

510/129 

510/167 

480/164 

500/150 

510/151 

SB 

490/72 

490/73 

505/66 

480/46 

500/43 

SEAS 

360/101 

455/94 

430/65 

440/75 

480/97 

SMHS 

510/66 

530/62 

470/59 

510/59 

490/66 

SPHHS 

490/137 

520/140 

500/165 

510/149 

530/148 
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Master’s Degree Programs 

GRE Writing (Medians/Number) 


COLLEGE 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

4.5/337 

4.5/376 

5/355 

5/562 

5/505 

CPS 

4.5/79 

4.5/56 

5/53 



ESIA 

5/295 

5/279 

5/230 

5/242 

5.5/188 

GSEHD 

4.5/129 

4.5/160 

4.5/150 

4.5/137 

4.5/127 

SB 

4/70 

4/69 

4.5/61 

4.5/39 

4.5/12 

SEAS 

3.5/99 

3.5/93 

3.75/62 

4/68 

4/81 

SMHS 

4.5/66 

4.5/62 

4.5/55 

4/54 

4.5/52 

SPHHS 

4.5/134 

4.5/137 

4.5/156 

5/131 

4.5/113 
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Master’s Degree Programs 

GMAT (Medians/number) 


COLLEGE 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

SB 

610/352 

610/355 

600/384 

590/332 

600/330 


i Tin (iEORor 


WASHINGTON 
r \ i \ i i n 

Master’s Degree Programs 

WM3m -.V . v. .. \ <• 

Number of Applicants 

Academic Affairs 

School 2008 

2007 2006 2005 2004 



GSEHD 

1,069 

1,065 


SB 

SEAS 

Total 


8,188 1 8,234 
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School 2008 


1,148 


Master’s Degree Programs 
Number Accepted 

2007 2006 2005 2004 


1,345 


ESIA 


GSEHD 
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Master’s Degree Programs 
Number Matriculated 


2005 

2004 


Mmtm 


101 

314 

275 

488 

479 

689 

664 

246 

364 
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Master’s Degree Programs 
Percent Accepted 


School 

2008 

2007 



mm 

CPS 

64.9 

68.6 

ESIA 

59.6 

51.8 

GSEHD 

72.4 

73.0 

SB 

49.9 

58.5 

SEAS 

72.7 

78.0 


51.8 45.5 48.3 39.8 

73.0 68.3 66.6 68.2 

58.5 63.3 63.9 64.9 

78.0 78.8 68.0 67.6 
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School 


Master’s Degree Programs 
Percent Matriculated 


2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 


CCAS 

34.8 

35.6 

38.3 

39.3 

43.4 

CPS 

56.5 

53.8 

49.8 

66.2 

71.1 

ESIA 

32.0 

34.3 

34.1 

34.8 

35.9 

GSEHD 

58.3 

55.6 

66.2 

67.3 

68.7 

SB 

55.5 

54.2 

56.2 

60.7 

55.1 

SEAS 

57.2 

47.1 

59.5 

49.6 

65.6 
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Academic Affairs 


• Enrollment for on-campus master’s degree programs has 
increased about 2.5% over the last five years to a total of 5,558 
students. 

• Enrollment for off-campus master’s degree programs has 
increased by 34% over the last five years to 2,778 students. 

• Enrollment for VA campus master’s degree programs has 
increased by 19.9% over the last five years to 325 students. 

• The total number of applicants to non-medical master’s degree 
programs has grown 8.2% over the last five years to 8,91 1 
applications. 

• In 2008, the percentage of applicants admitted varied from 
49.9% (GWSB) to 72.7% (SEAS). In 2008, yields (of 
matriculated students) range from a low of 32% (ESI A) to a 
high of 58.3% (GSEHD). 
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Doctoral Programs 

Enrollment (Total Unduplicated) 
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School 2008 


CCAS 8: 

GSEHD 5 ( 

LAW 

SB f 

SEAS 34 

Subtotal 1,83 

SMHS 13 

SPHHS 4 

Total 2,01 


832 

823 

853 

891 

569 

583 

591 

611 

7 

8 

5 

5 

85 

93 

106 

133 

343 

353 

407 

472 

1,836 

1,860 

1,962 

2,112 

136 

100 

47 

23 

44 

27 

35 

37 

2,016 

1,987 

2,044 

2,172 


2004 


913 
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School 


Doctoral Programs 

Enrollment (On-Campus) 


SB 

SEAS 

Subtotal 

SMHS 


2006 2005 



CCAS 

832 

823 



GSEHD 

229 

234 



LAW 

7 

8 



SPHHS 

Total 
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School 

2008 


CCAS 

- 


GSEHD 

147 


SEAS 

29 


SB 

- 


SMHS 

49 


SPHHS 

- 


Total 

225 





THE GEORGE 
WASHINGTON 
UNIVERSITY 


Academic Affairs 


School 

2008 


GSEHD 

201 


SEAS 

17 






Total 


218 


Doctoral Programs 
Enrollment (Off-Campus) 


2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

- 

3 

4 

1 

161 

158 

169 

164 

27 

39 

32 

20 

- 

- 

1 

1 

24 

39 

32 

- 

- 

1 

2 

- 

212 

240 

240 

186 
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Doctoral Programs 

GRE Quantitative (Medians/Number) 


COLLEGE 

2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

CCAS 

690/132 

710/137 

690/113 

680/142 

685/174 

GSEHD 

590/27 

570/38 

580/45 

615/26 

590/27 

SB 

790/6 

745/6 

760/2 

740/3 

690/3 

SEAS 

770/25 

770/20 

770/17 

750/25 

775/30 

SMHS 

660/27 

660/27 

630/17 

585/14 


SPHHS 

620/10 


620/6 

580/3 

575/8 
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COLLEGE 

CCAS 

GSEHD 

SB 

SEAS 

SMHS 

SPHHS 


Doctoral Programs 

GRE Verbal (Medians/Number) 


2008 

2007 

2006 

2005 

600/132 

590/137 

570/113 

570/142 

540/27 

550/38 

520/45 

530/26 

615/6 

500/8 

490/2 

540/3 

450/25 

450/20 

470/17 

460/25 

530/27 

480/28 

490/20 

425/14 

500/10 


495/6 

580/3 
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GRE Writing (Medians/Number) 


2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

5/130 

5/102 

5/112 

5/110 

5/35 

5/37 

5/15 

5/18 

4.75/6 

4.5/1 



4.5/28 

4.5/20 

4.25/14 



5/5 

5.5/2 

4.5/3 
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Doctoral Programs 

GMAT (Medians/Number) 


2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

645/2 

710/5 

710/2 

645/10 
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School 

2008 

CCAS 

2,309 

GSEHD 

266 

SB 

236 

SEAS 

246 

Total 

3,057 



Doctoral Programs 
Number of Applicants 


2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2,335 

2,121 

2,218 

2,162 

304 

233 

208 

261 

229 

145 

164 

203 

213 

204 

216 

314 

3,081 

2,703 

2,806 

2,940 
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Doctoral Programs 
Number Accepted 


2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

318 

280 

379 

405 

155 

129 

115 

129 

25 

21 

20 

31 

104 

100 

92 

101 

602 

530 

606 

666 
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«* 1* Conclusions 

Academic Affairs ~~ 

• Enrollment for on-campus doctoral degree programs has 
decreased about 1 1% from a high of 1,774 in 2004. 

• Enrollment for off-campus doctoral degree programs has 
decreased by 6.7% from a high of 240 in 2005. 

• Enrollment for VA campus doctoral degree programs has 
decreased by 23% over the last five years to 21 8. 

• Doctoral degree programs selectivity varies across schools 
as does yield for those students that are admitted. 
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Law School - J.D. 

Numbers and Rates 



2008 2007 2006 2005 [ 2004 


9,316 10,655 10,262 11,250 11,927 


Accepted 

2,204 

2,039 

2,325 

Matriculated 

590 

564 

550 

Acceptance 

23.7% 

19.1% 

22.7% 



26.8% 27.7% 23.7% 27.3% 25.9% 
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Law School - LL.M. and S.J.D. 
Numbers and Rates 
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School of Medicine and Health Sciences 
Numbers and Rates (M.D. Only) 


Academic Affairs 


Accepted 


Matriculated 

Acceptance 

Yield 



2006 

2005 

2004 




11,159 

10,195 

9,534 

300 

358 

387 

177 

178 

165 

2.7% 

3.5% 

4.1% 

59.0% 

49.7% 

42.6% 
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Conclusions 

Academic Affairs 

• Enrollments in both the J.D. and M.D. degree programs have been steady with 
slight growth. 

• J.D. applications for the Law School have been dropping slightly, consistent 
with the national trend. 

• “Graduate” Law School applications have fluctuated, but on average remain at 
about 750. 

• Applications for the M.D. degree program have been on average steady. 

• Applications to other graduate- level programs in both schools of the Medical 
Center have grown by approximately a factor of two to 3,230. Part of this 
growth reflects the creation of doctoral degrees in physical therapy and nursing 
in SMHS. 

• Both the J.D. and M.D. programs remain highly selective in their admissions. 

• Matriculation percentages for those admitted to the J.D. and M.D. programs 
remain relatively high. 

• Admission percentages for the LL.M. degree in the Law School and other 
graduate programs in SMHS and SPHHS are consistent with doctoral 
programs outside these schools, e.g., CCAS, etc. 
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THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, D.C. 


The Faculty Senate February 4, 2009 

The Faculty Senate will meet on Friday, February 13, 2009, at 2:10 p.m. in the State 
Room, 1957 E Street, N.W., 7 th Floor 


AGENDA 


1. Call to order 

2. Approval of the minutes of the regular meeting of December 12, 2008 as distributed 

3. Report from the University Steering Committee on the Undergraduate 
Curriculum Review: Dean Marguerite E. Barratt, Co-Chair 

4. Introduction of Resolutions 

5. Report on University Enrollments: Spring 2009 and Five-Year Trends: 

Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs Donald R. Lehman 

6. Report on the University’s FY 2009 budget projections in light of 
the University’s financial operating results as of 12/21/2008 

7. Annual Report on the Composition of the Faculty: 

Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs Donald R. Lehman 

8. General Business 

(a) Report of the Executive Committee: Arthur E. Wilmarth, Jr., Chair 

(b) Interim Reports of Senate Standing Committees: Admissions Policy, Student 
Financial Aid, and Enrollment Management; Physical Facilities 

(the reports are attached) 

(c) Chair’s Remarks 

9. Brief Statements (and Questions) 

10. Adjournment 


'Edzabetfi j/L JAmundson 

Elizabeth A. Amundson 
Secretary 







Admissions Policy, Student Financial Aid and 
Enrollment Management Committee 


Membership 

Chair: Corry, Michael, Education Technology 

Marroquin, Jaime, Spanish 

Mohamed, Mohamed A., Newborn Services 

Smith, Carol, Pathology 

Ullman, Daniel, Mathematics 

Zderic, Vesna, Electrical and Computer Engineering 

ex officio : 

Amundson, Elizabeth A., Registrar 

Chemak, Robert A., Senior Vice President for Student and Academic Support Services 

Johnson, Diana E., Biological Sciences, Executive Committee Liaison 

King, Crystal, Manager Gelman Library System Financial Services 

Lehman, Donald R., Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs 

Napper, Kathryn, Director of Undergraduate Admissions 

Rypkema, Geri, Director, Office of Graduate Student Support 

Small, Daniel, Director of Student Financial Assistance 

Williams, Kristin, Director, Graduate Student Enrollment Management 

Wollner, Kim, Student Liaison 


December 2008 Interim Report 

There have been no items on the agenda of the Admissions Policy, Student Financial Aid 
and Enrollment Management Committee during the Fall 2008 semester. However, we 
are planning several meetings during the Spring 2009 semester to hear reports from the 
following individuals: 

Kathryn Napper, Director of Undergraduate Admissions 

Kristin Williams, Director of Graduate Student Enrollment Management 

Daniel Small, Director of Student Financial Assistance 







The George Washington University 
Faculty Senate Committee on Physical Facilities 
Interim Report 
December 1 9, 2008 

During the Fall semester 2008 the Senate Committee on Physical Facilities met twice. 

At its first meeting the committee focused on three major aspects of the planned Science 
and Engineering Complex: 

• The current plans for the size and scope of the building 

• The progress to date of the planning process 

• The current estimates of the cost of the building and supporting infrastructure 

Mr. Arthur Bean, Director of Facilities Project Management, offered a tentative outline of 
the building parameters, including gross and net square footage, laboratory, office and 
classroom space allocation, and parking facilities. He also provided preliminary estimates 
of construction costs, taking into account special requirements for building services, and 
reported on the engineering progress to date. 

Mr. Bean also offered details on the planned building for the School of Public Health, 
currently scheduled for occupancy in 2012. 

Various other projects were also discussed by the Physical Facilities team. Among these 
were an inventory of available classroom space on the main campus and an assessment of 
needed improvements, and plans for the renovation of the second floor classrooms in 
Funger Hall. The committee also heard a progress report on the construction of Pelham 
Hall at the Mt.Vemon campus. 

At its second meeting the committee focused exclusively on the planned Science and 
Engineering Complex. It discussed in detail the report to the Faculty Senate presented by 
the Faculty Senate Special Committee on the Science and Engineering Complex on 
November 14, 2008. 

Mr. Juan Ibanez offered an update on engineering work performed to date and addressed 
the issue of replacement for the parking spaces eliminated by the removal of the 
university parking garage. He also provided an overview of the current development 
timeframe, including programming, architectural design, zoning approval, and start and 
completion of construction. 

Members: Linda Gallo, Hermann Helgert (Chair), Hugo Junghenn, Edward L. Murphree, 
Maida Withers 

Ex-Officio: Elizabeth Amundson, Brian Biles (Executive Committee Liaison), Juan 
Ibanez, Louis Katz, Craig Linebaugh (replaced by Jeffrey Lenn), Jean Pec, Abigail Wolfe 
(Student Liaison) 



REPORT OF THE FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

February 13, 2009 
Arthur E. Wilmarth, Jr., Chair 


On behalf of the Executive Committee, I offer the following report: 

I. ACTIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
SPHHS Compliance with the Faculty Code 

1. Composition of School Faculty 

As requested by the Executive Committee, Interim Dean Josef Reum of the School of 
Public Health and Health Services (SPHHS) submitted a revised plan, on February 2, 2009, 
to bring SPHHS into compliance with Article I.B.l. of the Faculty Code with respect to the 
required percentages of tenure-accruing faculty within SPHHS and its departments. The 
revised compliance plan has been forwarded to Professor Edward Cherian, Chair of the 
Special Joint Subcommittee on Compliance by the SPHHS with the Faculty Code. 

Professor Cherian and the Joint Subcommittee will review the revised compliance plan and 
will meet with Interim Dean Reum to obtain any needed additional information and to 
discuss any questions they may have about the plan. Interim Dean Reum and Professor 
Cherian have agreed to discuss the revised compliance plan with the Executive Committee 
at its meeting on February 27, 2009. It is also expected that Interim Dean Reum and 
Professor Cherian will present a report to the Faculty Senate about the SPHHS compliance 
plan on March 13, 2009. 

2. Procedures for the Search for a New Dean of SPHHS 

At its meeting on January 30, 2009, the Executive Committee discussed with 
President Knapp and Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs Lehman the upcoming 
search for a new Dean of SPHHS. As previously reported, the Executive Committee has 
discussed this matter with Executive Vice President Lehman at several previous meetings. 

In these discussions, the Executive Committee has strongly emphasized the importance of 
conducting the Dean’s search at SPHHS in compliance with Part C.2.b of the Procedures 
for the Implementation of the Faculty Code (the “Procedures”). The Executive Committee 
has made clear its great concern about this matter, because the Executive Committee 
learned last fall that previous searches for Deans of SPHHS did not comply with the 
procedures mandated by the Faculty Code. 

Executive Vice President Lehman met with members of the SPHHS faculty on 
January 15, 2009, as the first step toward initiating the search for a new Dean. At that 
meeting, tenured faculty members of SPHHS presented proposed Dean’s search procedures 
that complied with Part C.2.b of the Procedures and were modeled on procedures used in 
last year’s very successful Dean’s search at the School of Engineering and Applied Science. 
Following the January 15 meeting, Interim Dean Reum announced that the proposed search 
procedures would be referred to an elected committee of the faculty of SPHHS for review 
and possible revision, and would then be submitted to the SPHHS faculty. It appears that a 



majority of this elected committee will consist of non-tenure-accruing faculty, including 
research faculty, who are not regular, active-status faculty but exercise voting rights in 
SPHHS and the School of Medicine and Health Sciences - unlike other Schools — due to a 
footnote to Part A of the Procedures on page 18 of the Faculty Code. At its January 30 
meeting. Executive Committee advised President Knapp and Executive Vice President 
Lehman that the Committee would be extremely concerned if the SPHHS faculty adopts 
Dean’s search procedures that conflict with Part C.2.b of the Procedures. In that event, the 
Executive Committee indicated that it would be prepared to consider proposing an 
amendment to the Faculty Code that would remove internal governance matters at SPHHS 
from the scope of the expanded voting rights granted to non-regular Medical Center faculty 
under the footnote to Part A of the Procedures. 

Appointment of Member of the Senate Research Committee to the University’s Advisory 
Council on Research 

In accordance with the recommendation of the Senate Research Committee, the 
Executive Committee has appointed Professor Joseph Pryztycki to serve on the University’s 
Advisory Council on Research during the Spring 2009 semester in place of Professor Sharon 
Lambert, who is currently on leave. The Executive Committee expresses its gratitude to 
Professor Lambert for her service on the Advisory Council and also expresses its 
appreciation to Professor Przytycki for his willingness to serve on the Advisory Council. 

Appointment of Faculty Members to the Trachtenberg Prize Selection Committees: 

The Executive Committee has recommended to the Administration that the 
following faculty members be appointed to the Selection Committees for the Trachtenberg 
Prizes for Teaching, Faculty Scholarship (Research) and Service: 

Teaching Professor Lilien Robinson 

Faculty Scholarship (Research) Professor Peter Hotez 

Service Professor Philip Wirtz 

II. PERSONNEL MATTERS 

Two faculty grievances, both from Columbian College, remain in the hearing stage. 

III. OTHER MATTERS 

Service on Faculty Senate Standing Committees and Administrative Standing Committees 

Forms requesting that faculty members volunteer for service on Faculty Senate 
Standing Committees and on Administrative Standing Committees have recently been 
distributed to all members of the Faculty Assembly. Please encourage your colleagues to 
join in the work of the Senate by filling out and returning the forms to indicate their 
willingness to serve on one or more of these Committees. 
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Next Meeting of the Executive Committee 


The next meeting of the Executive Committee will be held on February 27, 2009. 
Please submit any resolutions, reports or other matters for Senate consideration to the 
Faculty Senate Office prior to that date. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Arthur E. Wilmarth, Jr. 

Chair, Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
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